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PREFACE 



Thig Consulting Report presents the results of. a comprehensive 
suyvgy conducted in late May 1972 and June 1972 ©n Ae topics of 
' enrollment ( applicant) potential an5 career potential for R-OTC and other* 
collejge^tudent military rfficer training programs. The survey, con- 
^ ducted for the Dep^tment of Defense by Giljjiert You^h' Research, Inc., / 
yielded data on enrollmen-t potential from /(I) college-boUnd high school 
seniors; and (2) current college freshm^ (not as yet enrolled in these* 
programs), Jyrther , ^tfte survey yielded data on m^itary career potential ^ 
from ^1) college mer^ currently enrolled ROTC programs; and (2) college 
mbn enrolled in cerfain "off-campus" mil4.tai;v officer tiraining pfograms 
.(e.g.-, Navy R^C and AVROC and Marine Cor,ps PLC). ^ 

The survey was designed' by Mr. George Mihaly and Mr. Gideon D., 
Rathnum of 'Gilbert Youth Research, Inc, with-the* assistance of Evelyn 
B* Thaw. Gilbert Youth Research , ^Inc . also designed the sample, coft- 
ducted the^ personal interview's- that- generat^ed the survey data, and per- 
formed tabulations of the data. - • ' " 

Substantial contributic^ns to purvey ^design,^ and analyses were made 
'by! COL Gerald Perselay ' (USAF) , Assistant Director >for ROTC' Prxj grams • 
(OASD,M&RA) ani Jf>y Mr. Samuel Saben, Manpower^Resource Analyst *(OASD, 



mSra). 



' Analyses of the'^data tabulations and preparation of the repot t* 
wer*e performed by HiinRRO Division No^ 7 (Social Scilence) ,^l^xandtia, 
Virginia, Dr. Arthur J*, rfoehn, Director. HuraRRO als«) assisted in ques- 
tionnaire design and in* the specif icatfon, of sample requirements. The 



HunilRO effort was accomplished by Dr^Allan H. Fisher, Jr. with the 

• * • ' ' ' V-^^ • * . 

assistance of Ms. Mar'gi A. Harford-. The data analyses arfd preparation 

' " S' 

of the- draft report were «x«iducted 'utaler. coptract t9 Gilbert Youth 

Research V Ina. ( Pro jet*: .ROTC SURVEY).' Tb'e preparation of c^mera-fe'^dy 
copy of the final version o'i^his report , togethej with content m^l-\ . , 

•fcications ^n* ediObrial revisions to the" repprt , were performed ^for 
the Directorate' for Manpower Research'of the'Sffice of the Assistant • 

'secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) under. Contract Number 
DAHC,15-73-<;-0l4l (Project' DATA>, Task Order Number 73-12-24 
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ROTC Apgl leant Potential ' 

* ^Expressed interest in applying fof enVoilment to an ROTC Scholarship) 
or Subsistence* program sponsored by feach er the Armed Servtlces was 
found to vary substantially as a f unctioti, of the current status of the 
respondent; i.fe., college-bound high school seniors were farWore favjor- : 
able toward ROTC enrollment than college /reshmea at colleges and univer- 
sities which' ojEfer ROTC program^f • , 



College-bound .high school seniors expressed a substantial level of 

interest in applying f<br one-^of thp college ROTC program^ (9% to 18%). 

This high level of interest was noted among .both males and females (see 

Table I-l, p. 20). 'In. this group, inter^^t was most expressed in the ROTC 

Scholarship programs sponsored by the Navy and the Air Force. A higher 

»^ 

f 

rate of applicant potential was found for the Army ROJC Subsistence pro- 



gram (2 years obligation) tljan for the^ 4^my ^ROTC Scholarship program 
(4 years obligation). This finding was no^ted both on an Absolute basis 
(see Ta^le lyl, p^ 20) and on a relative basis,* when youth expiressed a 
slhg^le preference. for ROTC program or- an off-campus program {(see Table 
1-9, p. 40) . ■ • . * ■ ' ' 

Potential ROTC applicajits among college-bound high school seniors ^ 

•■ . ' ' ■ . v 

. tended ta differ from non-'applicatits on the parameters of race and family 



*TKer term subsistence , is used in this report to connote ROTC nori- 
.scholarship programs,^ ir\ which financial support ($100 per month) is 'pro- 
vided to'coliege students in the thli;d and fourth y^ears of ROTC. Sub- 
^ siste^ce programs do not pay coll^^t^^itioA', books or f^es, as do ROTC 
Scholarship, programs. ^ ^ ' 



tncotft. *Higher' ^ppliQant ^oteivtial was nate^ among non-wh'ijte;^ , and, i^l'e 
youth from low^r income families (see Table J-2t p. 22 and Tab^e'I-S, 

24). • ' . . ' ' / . ' / / ' • 

, ' Potential ROTC applicants among, college-bound letiiots als.o tended 
:to differ from non-applicants in their espousal of various career* goals/ 

' ' ' r ^ 

Potential applicants , tended to have higher ultimate educational expecta- 

j»v , ^ • • 

tions invo'lving post-graduate study.* Males whose career goals incfJuded ^ 

(/ I. • / . ' 

secure employment, challenging work, and elevating one's social level 
showed higher applicant potential for ROTC proigrams (see Table II-l, p. ,50 « 
and Table II-2,, p. 52)\ M^le pot^ential affplitants also were more likely. ' 
to cite military career opportunities,' increased maturity., and the statnis 
and prestige fcf being an officer, as general reasons for applying for a 
military officer traini^ng program (see Table II-5, p. 60 and Table II-6, 
p, 62), Male potential applicants were also more concerned about differ- 
ences between the Services and lytween ground/aviation 4uty tl^an.were non- 
applicants (see Table II-9, p'. 68 and Table 11-10, p.* 69). 

As a perspective on ROTC applicant potentiaL^evidence suggests that 
th^ majority of coHqge-bound hi'gh school seniors would be willing to 
attend college under some type of subsidization ~ but that far fewer of 
these youth report a definite willingness to accept a military officer * 
scholarship (see Table I-ll, p. 44). Also, the reported rate of actual 
^plic^tion for an ROTC scholarship (5% males; 2% females) substantially 
lags toth the rate of expressed willingness to accept a military Scholar- 
&hip In general, 'and the rate of expressed tntere'st in applying fdr a speci- 
fic ROTC program (see Tabl^ ^"^2, p. A6) . 

However, it seems passible , that incteased awareness of the program 
optftns available irt ROTC could stimulate an untapped ' ROW potential fbt 



. application, since Awareness pf the details of ROTC progr^s is rather 

limited (see'tab-le pi 85>. While Almost ipO% of college-bound high * 

f ^ ' . f , • 

' * • sclPool youth .had heard of ROTC (see Ta^le HI-2, fk. 80)^ the program was * 

V. nuch mate frequently attributed xb the Army than to the other ^rvices (see 

Table III-3, p. 82),' This -finding parallels the finding that high school 

youth report* a higher level of exposure. to advertising fot Army ROTC than 

" 'Navy or AfrForce ROTC (sefe Table III-6, p.»91). Compared to advertising, 

much lower rates of leai:nin^ about ROTC from personal •communication were , 

reported' by high school seniors, v/ith close friends and acquaintances as 

* y the major soutces of* informatio/i (pee T^ble III-8, p. 95). ' 

• c ^ • ^ ' 

Non-ROTC c ollege freshmen attending ROTC schools tended to report a 
• • • * . • 

. ' much lower level of interest^in applying for one of the college ROTC pro-^ 

grams (1% to 3%) than did colleg€i-T>ound high school seniors (see Table I-l, ^ 
•p. 20). Male college fresbueh preferred both Stholarship* and Subsistence 
programs sponsored by the Navy ahd Air I^prce over Army programs on an ab- 
solute basis (see Table ^-1,,^). 20). .They also preferred the Wavy a|id 
" Air Force Scholarship* programs on»a relative basis /»ee Table 1-9, ^. 40)* 
' However, the Army ROTC Subsistence program* (2 years Obligation) was endorse'd 
by 5% of the male college ^frestaen' in a relative comparison with other 
ROTC programs and off -campus programs, whereas the Navy Subsistence program 
was endorsed by 4* and the Air Force Subsistence program by 5% (see Table 
1-9, p. 40). ' , ' ' 

Potential KOTC applicants among-^^cotTege fra^^en in ROIjC schools 
tended to differ from Uon-applicants on* the parameters of age and rkc^. 
* Htghe^ applicant potential for both Scholarship* and Subsistence progr^ims 
was tioted for the younger freshmen, and for no^whites (see Table 1-4, . 



/ 
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p. .26, and Table 1-5, p; 28). Highejc applicant potential for, Subsistenc.e , 
programs was noted among youth f roin| iQwer intome familtefi (see Table Ij-5, 

Potential ROTC applicants among non-ROTC college freshmen tended to ; 
differ^ioT career goals ftom non-applicants'. Male potential applicants 

. ■ • • * ^ . ' ' : ' ^ / 

"texided to empKasize ^monet^ary goals, adventure/ e35cit#ment , and going 

t , ^ * ■ ,^ , ♦ ; . ^ ^ 

challenging work^ Post—graduate ^ducatfona]^ expect^td^^s were also tel^ted * 

to applicant potential (§pe Table 11-3,. p: 54, and Table Il-4, p. 56).. Male 

.potential applicants also ehdors^d the status and prestige 'of being, an offi- 

cer, and increased maturity, as genetal reasons for applying for a program ^ 

• % - * 

(see Table II-7, p. 64," and Table/ II-8, p.. 65). Male potential applicants ' 

Cited Branch. of Service and ground/air duty as specific factmrp associated'.* 

with the depision* to applet for a military g^ficer training program (see 

Table 11-11, p. 71, and Table 11-12, p. 72). • ^ ' ♦ 

Applicant Potential for Off-Gampus Programs ^ 

College-bound high school s^nicfr^ expressed substantial interest; in * 

.applying for one of the PLC, ROC, or AVROC of f-campu& programs (see Xable 

1-6, p. 31).* On an absolute basis,, more interest was expressed^ in PLC 

(ground) and ROC (ajarf^ce) program^ than ih the flight options these 

programs^ (see Table 1-6, p. sl). On a relative basis, 4% of college-bound 

male high school seniors .preferred each of the PLC> ROC, and AVROC {^jilob) 

^ 1 

programs , — rates of preference equivalei^t to that accorded - the various 
ROTC program options (see^Table 1-9, *p. 40). ^ ' 



^'Thet Maripe Corps .sponsors the Platoon Leaders^ Class (Pl£C) ; the Navy 
sponsors the Reserve O^fic^ers Candidate (ROC) program arid Aviation Reserve 
Qf f icer^Candidate (AVROC) program." ^ ^ 



4 "Applicant potential for the off-campus p^rograms ai^ng^high'schcpdl^ 
^ 'semldrs varied by age and rade. Jg^^P- 1^*1^)1 4er seniors showed stronger . > 
preferences than- did ^ypuriger seniors* KplrwcJta^en, the fppo^ite relation- 
)ted.^ While /nOn-^wi^i^res tetided to ^prfefer t*he 'Aground" programs 
:or/flight of ficei-)''<QSTl^;^a|i' jd^^^ tended tO«.pre'- • 



ship was no 
(or Navigator /fligh 



fer the. AVROO pilot dt PLC pilot options^more thap did^ nbn-whites ( see 



Table/l-7, p. 34-35, and -Table t-8, p. 37-38) 



^ / 



One major fih'ding of the study* was the extremely low levgl of, 
awareness of the existence of the v«ious off-campus prcfgrams among . ^ 
colleg#-.bound high'school seniors . ^ Only 7% had heard^of the PLC program 
(^e Table III-2, p* ^0), and onl^ one-third of the males claiming - ' 



ajvareness o 



f tfie program ^could* correctly |Unt^||yV«he program sponsor as 



the Marine Owps Cs^e Table III-3r>p. 82). Claimed av«reness of the*^ I^C 
program (18% to 23J) and AVROC program (14% ,to 19%) ^s higljer than aware- 

• ness of the PLf program (see Table III-2, p. BQ) , but sponsor identifi- > 

^ ' ' ' ' ' . . \ »^ 

cation among youth who Claimed awareness of the ROC or AVRpC programs ^-w.as 

, inferior to PLC/ Thus, orily'a!?owt 30% of youth claiming awareness cor- 

rectly attributed the RO(%)JC0gram to, the Navy, and about l^L attributed the 

/. AV^OC program to the^NavyC see Table, 111-3^^ r^2) ^ ^ ^ \ ' 

• • Ncn-ROTC college freshmen atteriditrg ROTcl schools reported interest in 

the off-campus programs (k% to 4%) at ab6ut the same level 6hown for ROTC 



programs (see Table 1-6, p. 31). Orf an alfeolute b^sis ,'«lightly hilgher 
preference, was 'given by Aales for PLC (ground or^pilot) and ROCf surface) 
or AVROC (pilot), with slightly les% preference accorded the^ PLC' (flight^ > 
officer) and AVROC* (navigator) programs Xsee Table "1-6, ^. 3l).^^0n a ' 
relative Basis, males most preferred the AVROC C pilot} program (5%) and ^ 
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PLC ptpgram (4Z) , with somevhat less^ref erence accorded the ROC and .AVROC 
^ (Ajavigator) programs, (see Table I'-9, p. 40). 

Applicant potential for the»Qff-cam|)us programs ajnong non-ROTC college 
ftestoen.was related. to .age, with younger males reporting' higher .rates oi ^ ' 
; applicant potential than, their ctder classmatesC In' general,, non^whites in 
the freshmerik sample reported* little interest in the off-Gdi«Pus programs 
. (see T^blS^itt^, p. 3748). * , 

Careerist Potential: ROfc Enrollees - \ 

* » • . . y ' ^ 

The majority -of RpTC 'program enrollees expect to complete thejr college 

■ program. Howevers^. the majority are also undecided- in 'termfe oPmaking a 
cajreer of 'the military service (.see Table IV-4, p.' Hi). " .' ^ ' \ 
: ' CurrentHQTC ^nrollfes reported different -rates of anticipated roili---. • 
Caiy, career intentions, as A function of Stanch of .Service and' Scfiol^r-- 

■ ' "^hip/Non-scolarship program status. .Slightly ^j-ff^ '^^tes were noted for 

en^olleeq'in A^my ROTC ^34%) and Air Force' ROTC (-37%), than were foun*'foi;.. 

- enrollees' in Nfevy ROTC ' (29%) , bul; .the highest rate of a^fowed indention to . 

" leave the Service upon completion of /3bligllti6n was report§ti'by Army>ROTC 
enroJtUes (see Table iV-2, p. 107)-. Moreover , N^y .and. Aiilporce enrpllees 
were more likely .than Army enrollees ^to state ttiat.they would remain in 

■ . the ROTC program^ even if, accorded a hypothetical oppoltunity to leave th^;. 

program inmediately" (sge Table. IV-,1, p. 105). , " ' ' ^ ^ 

For each Service, /nrollees in ROTC Scholarship programs , report ed ' 
higher ratel of..*career potential than men enrolled iti ROTC Subsistence pro- 
grams- (se«L. Table 1^-5. p. 114-il5). The differences were most pronounced^ 
for Army and ^Navy enrollees. 




' ' ROTC Scholarship enrollfees in the. Basic course also reported much 

. ■ " . - ■ . ... * •* 

. • • • • . 

higher rates of Intention to continue into tYte Advance* cours^ than did 

* * ' 
Ba|hlc;, ^ntollees in ROTC Non-scholarship programs (see Table lV-6, p. 117). 

, The following factors w^e found to be related to career ' intentions * 

among CTrrent ROTC eurolleesr (1) ultimate post-gtaduate educational 

■lactations ' (see Table V-I, p. J22) (2) career goals of "doing ^challenging 

work" or "adventure/excitement" (for Army and Navy enrollees), and- "learning 

' ^ h * * 

as much as I can"" or "working fbr .a better society" (for Air Force en- 

A ^ ' 

rolleee), as given in Tables V-2, V-3, and V-4i respectively, on pages 
124, 126, and ^218. The following reasons for applying for military officer 
" training were found related to career -intentions for Army enrpllees: 
' ' (1) patriotism, (2) military career opportunities, and (3) the status and 
prestige of being an officer (sej Table V-5^p. 132). ' These reasons, as 
^||^ well as ^he opportunity for special professional/technical training, were 

-related to career* indentions afnong Navy ROTC enrollees (see Table > 

' ^ I 

p^. I34> and USAF llOTC eWollies '(see Table^V-7, p. 136). 

i * / ' t 

y \ Draft-motivation in jenrollTT\ent was negatively related to career .intei^ 

• ' / 'tions (see Tables y^S^^^fe, .and V-7, on pages 132, 134, and 136» respecjeively) 

^Whlle military- benefits were related to career intentions, potential career- 
' T > 

ists tended to underestimate the total earnings of a Ijeginning officer 

(see Table V-8, p. 140), and endorsement: of military pay and allowances as^ 

^ reason for enrollment in ROTC was not related to career intentions' in k • 

straight-forward, positive manner (see Tables V-5, V-6; and y-7, on pages 

132, 134, and 136 respectively). . i 

When ROTC enrollees were asked 'to etate the best- feature of their pro- 

» * . * 

gram, potential careerists ,were more likely to specify the opportunity to 
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became an officer, military knowledge, and the development of leadership 
potential,! than were non-care^lsts. When asked to state the worst problem 
with the present ROTC program, potential cafveerists were" more /likely to cite 
a^hostlle attitude, toward ROTC by non-membera, or to state that there are 
aome poor quality enrollees, than were non-careerists. In contrast, the 
ROTC potential non-careerist was more 'likely to object to unnecessary drills, 
over-emphasis on dress or hair length, and strict/rigid policy, than was the 
potential careerist. Further, the potential, non-careerist wfis more likely 
to state tl^a^ the best features of ROTC were merely the subsistence allowance 
or the scholarship program/ educational opportunity intrinsic, to the pro- 
gram (see Chapter V). | 

Careerist Fotentlalr tOf f-Campus Program- Enrollees 

Current enrollees In the off-campus programs ^indicated differential 
military career intentions. Higher rates of , career potential -were noted 
for enrollees in the M^ine Corps PLC program (-35%) and tfevy AvA)C program 
(32%) I than among enrollees in the Navy ♦ROC program- (19%) ; enrollees in the 
ROC program also reported the highest level of draft-motivation in enroll- 
ment of any of the military officer training* sampl^ (see Table IV-4, p. Ill) 

^ There wa^ no difference in career intention rftesr for Basic or Advanced 
PLC enrollees* (see Table IV-5, p. 115). ' ' " 



*The distinction between advanced and b^^ic status for PLC is a convention 
employed lathis report to distinguish'^pper-classmen;' f rom lower-classmen. 
*This distinction *is not applied in friSraiig' statub. The terms "Basic 
Qtatlis" and "Advanced status" are also usec^elsewhere in this report to 
describe segments of the ROTC population, \^Hre the distinction between the 
samples of enrollees in the Basic course and Advanced course was determined 
directly *in' this study, and where this distinction is applied in practice 
the respective Armed Services in the management of these pr9grams. 



INTRODUCTION '. 



A natlcrnal survey of .selected yputh populations was deplgned in 
efljjjjjjll^ 1^72 to^providjl^Nthe DepartHent.of I^efense with heretofore unayail 
abl^ Information <m the f ollowlrfg topics-: ' ' • 



(1) The potential for applying f<3j^ enrollment in college-related 



military of f icer traini^- programs among civilian , youth; and 
(2) The of f i4ei> car^ekpotential *among current enrollees in mill- 
tiry off icer .traini-fig programs, ' - 
In- addition, the survey was designed to provide information on the - 
levpl of factual Icnowledge qf^ ^nd attitudes^ toward, ROTC programs and 
of f-campu3--grograms of officer training among civilian yoyth» Also, 
the civilian youth portion of th^ survey was developed to identify ' , 



demographic, attitudinal and pregramnfatic correlates of ' expressed 
interest in applying^or enroJlment in college-based programs for ^ 
military off icer, training .\ - ' - , 

The survey of military ^areer intentions was designed to explore 
both the general and specif ic .factors in^failitary officer training 
programs whl^ are associated with enrollment' and wi,th the ♦announced 
intention to remain in th$ military, as a career officer. 

The survey was conceive'd is part of a systematic feffort by the 
.Department of Defense to, £|ptidy the atti^^udes toward ^m^ilitary service 
'among youth, 'This report presents survey ^ndings* for .the period of 
May and June 1972 ."^The DoD en>^sions subsequent (^nnual) replications 
of tlie ^urveyi A program^ of .continued research on these topics over 
time will provide thf. basis for identification of potential trends in 
'the acceptance, of these military Officer training programs among civil- 



Ian 'youth. ^Further, it would .assure theJ continued availability of * 
data .necessary to appraise" the current attitudes and reactions of 
enrollees in military of ficer ^training programs to , the external events 
'and -.program modifications that may/impact on their .attitudes toward a 
career in the military service as officer. 



DESCRIPTION OF THE SURVEY 
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Sainpllng >|quireinent 

The sampling*requirements for the survey, were generated by HumRRO 
in discussions with representatives of OASD (il&FA)*/ As an initial 
activity, a series of discrete, target populations were identified to 
correspond with the Major objectives of the $itudy» These populations 



are indicated below. 



DESCRIPTION OF. TARGET POPULATIONS 



Major Study Objective 



Estimate the .potential for, 
college-related feilitary 
officer training programs 
ainpng target populii*?6ns. 



. Estimate the military career 
Intentions among current 
enrolleefi. in select military 
officer training^ prpg-rams. 



6«w 



' jTarget Pop^ulations 

- Non-ROTC |Enrollees / 

.1 - . ■ / 

Male High School Seniors < 
'^•-Female High School Seniors / ^ 
Male College Frefehmgn* / * 
Female College Fteshmen* , 

On-Campus Programs (Male 6nly) j 

Army Basic kOTC, Scholaijship '* I 
\ Army Advtinced ROTQ, Scholarship | 
' Army JBasic ROTC, Non-«cholarship j 
Army Advanced ROTC, Non-scholarship j 
Navy Basic ROTC, Scholarship* 
-NaVy Advanced ROTC^ Scholarship j 
Navy Basic RoHtc; Non-^chol#rship 
» Navy Advanced ROTC, Non-Scholar ship I 
^ USAF Basic .ROTC, Scholarship j 
USAF Advanced ROTC, Scholarship I 
' USA^BasiA ROTC, 'S-cholar ship \ 
USAF Basic ROTC, Non-scholarship. / 
USAF Advanced *RCfrC, Non-scholarship 

Off-Campijts Programs (Male only) ^ 

USMC'PLC enE6llees, ' * 
NSfvy ROC enrol lees ^ 
Navy AVROC enrolleep 



•*In colleges or universities which of f.er an JIOTC program. 



A total sample requir^ent of 5200 was generated. The sample require- 
merit consisted of 500 cases for each of" the four non-ROTC* populations , 
aad' 200 casrfS for each/of the twelve on-campus pxogram distinctions, 
with 400 PLC enrollees^nd 200 RpCjand'200 &IROC eilr^ll^es* also included* 



Sc 



Among ndn-ROTC ©proXlees, the high scB^l. 'senior population wag 

llffilte4 to include' only those men *and% women who. planned to iachiev,e at 

" . ^ ^ ■ . ^ 

least a 'c'oirege educat£pji. .The &oJH^ge "freshmen population of jion- 
ROTC enrollees was I'imited to men - and' women currently attending a 
doliege or university kt \f)drth'*ox\e or mofe ROT€- ptogramft w^re offered. 

■• ' .. ■'• > - ' ." •-' • V*/ ; : . • 

Thus,^'thfe question' of .their potential ^orVapRlying far RQ^C nrplj^ne^tit ^ 
had a' reasonable t)asl« ay represep tat iv^* of '^hese -populations *y 

Sampling P^ocedmre . * , . ^ ^ ^ |^ ' 

For ' the* r}5n-R0TC enrolled, popfulartipris , *sur;vey ,sampies were getfTOr 
Ated by Gilbert .Ybuth. Research,- , Lno.- The sagiples re c'omp'Q6e4 of a ^' 
.nationwide high ^chooifetudeTit; sample, ,and' i college student sample. 

The samples/derived -i^rom -a, niifibi^al probability sample; of . youtb CGfn(- 
* ' ^ '*'r' / ^ • . : - , : ^ . • t ^ * 

' po^ed of a* master primary .sampjfe df*»residMit. college sfititietfte,' and a '* 

special' high ^c^ool "sample.* ^ ' .^W " /,> ^ . * , 

\ • : / ' /'^ - i,* »* - ' . ^ / ' 

The second category of youth-pc^uiations consisted' of collage mep 

presently emroiled in either an-:cam\)us or of f-c^pW ;pro grams of, military 

officer training. For the relatively ^large pn-campufe (-ROJCX pro-r . 

grams, the following <iisti*n(it*±ofis were made: (a} /brar)f h of Ser^^ice . 

^Anivy, Navy., or Air Force); (b) basic couirs^ (freshmen/ sophomof^) yersus 



*,See Modern Sampluig Doctrine:' *MaQier Probability ^ Cample of Young*^ 
Peiple^ Gilbert Marketing Group, Inc.-, 'Marke'tmath,* Inc . ,''^1969. 



advanced course (junior, senior); dnd (c) scholarship stadus (CjUi^tion, " 
booksi plus expenses) yfersus non-scholarship^ status (expense, all q wane e 
' 'In. Advanced pouirse only) . For the off-campus progranrs'^'^of f ered by the' 
^lavy an^ Marine Corps, '^tio^iner sampling distinctions were made than . 
enrollment in .the respective programs, \lue,to the limited enrollments, 
(JilSert Yout'h 'Research, Inc. drey thfe sampled of ROtC enrollees 
from population' data {frovided by the* respective Armed Sejyicfes. A basic 
list of ' institutions* was compared Jo the. Gilbert master sample of' 

* '* \ 

colleges, wilm maximum overlap employed in the selection of colleges. 
^Next, Service population listings** ver^ employed to* deternrine the number, 
of cases to interview per campus, to get the requisite number of respon- 
dents by status (BasicJ'-Advanced; ScholaTship/nqn-sch^arship) , with • • 
Service. ^6iven these numeric requirements hy 'campu^-,^ ROTC student, 
listings were then sampled to obtain the names of enrollees to be ^ 
interviewed. ^ 

By-name -samples of etwrollees in the PLC program were generate^? by 
reference to a Marfine Corps computer listing* iu which the distinction 
b^w§en Baeic/Adyanced status could be ipade.*** By-ndme sampl.es ^f 
'enrollees in thd NaVy ROC ^^d_AVRO(|^ programs were generated from a 



r 



*,List of Edijcational Institutions Having Senior Diyision ROTC units: 
Departments^of Army; Navy,'' and Air Force;- September 1971, OASD (M&RA) . v 

**The following references were employed: (1) Status of Air Force ROTC ■ 
» Enrollments,. a*s oi 31 October 1971| (2) NROTC Monthly Reconff, 31 January ' 
19?2; and (3) Opening Enrollment Report School Year 1971-1972, Army 
Reserve Officers Training Corps and National Defense Cadet Corps, CONARC; 
ATIT-R,^ December 1971. / . ' - 

*** Quarterly Listing of Active Platoon Reader Candidates as 'of 31 
December 1971, DPD-bab-, 28 January 1972. 
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mastfer cA index ^f. enrollees maintained by 'the N^vy in upcjateij form 
at'MaapIiis^ Tenneasee..; Th^ sampling was done in March 



ases 



Synpling Si^;p^ • ^ * » 

^ ' The survey .samfJle size consists of tlje following jnimbers of c 
for-each target populatiok. Note the associated projected popluation 



ounts^ > 



sampIe size 



• Target Population ^ 

, Non"POTC Etirollees ^ ^ / ' 

Male High School -Seniors 

(college-bound) - 
Female High School Seniors - 
• XcolJege-boui>d) 



Male ^College? Fjreshmen* 
Female Cdllefee' Freshmen* 

On-Campug Programs* * 

Total, Army ROTC Enrollees 
Total tavy ROTC; EnrcHee^, 
Tptal USAF ROTC Enrollees 



Sample 
Size 



; 554 

. 481 

1035 

;545 
511 
-.4056 



896 
607 

766 

2269 



Projected 
Population 



l,454,00a 
1,432,000 / 

' ^2-6,760 
233,500 >>. 



50,236 
7,459 
•19.967 
77,662 



Off-Caanpus P'rograms 

' Total USMC PLC Enrolle^.s- 
Total N^yy ROC Enrollees . 
•Total N^vy AVROC Enrollees 



• -405 
20a 
^20t 

-' 807 



2,999 
760 
848 

4,607 




TOTAL SAMPLE 



5167 



*in colleges or uhiversiti6s which' offer ail. ROTC program. 



**See Appendix A for detailed s'amplte size information, 
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Qaestlonnalre 

Two separaTe questionnaires were d'esigned* One form was employed 



for high school. seniors. The second' form was used for college f restmien^ . 
(Non-ROTC), ROTC program enrollees, ^nd^off -campus program enrollees.* 
Sklp'patterns were used to assur:e question relevance for each sample. 
Conmon items were empl^oyed for each' sample to the liaaximum extent possible, 
to. permit the development .of comparable responses , e.g., .so. one miy com- 
pare* the level of information about ^ program held by program enrollees 
and hon-enrollees'. 



Administration 

All data repoj"ted in the survey were^btained from extended per- 
r sonal interviews . In, conducting these interviews, GH-bert Youth Research,. 
Inc. employs peer-group interviewers in conjuncU^p^wit^ super- 
vision to increaset^ likelihood" of valid responses?^ Wstematic 
program of interview verification is used to insure data quality. 

Data Analyses ' * 

Results 'for each sample were weighted for extrapolation to the 
respective populati6ns. Data from high school seniors^were weighted 
to project to the national sample, of high sj^hdol seniors, by sex, 
within geographic region. . Data from college freshmen were weighted 
to.^le freshmeh college population, by sex. Data from current ROTC 
• enrollees were weighted to represent the population^jj^ribution in 
Basic and Advanced status, within Scholarship/non-scholarship status, 
. for each of the three Armed Services. Data f rom* oft-campus t>rogram 

*Thf que"8tionnaires,are denoted as follows! (a) y/R-960 High School' 
^ROTC Survey; and (2) #R-960C College ROTC Survey. 
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* enrollees In ROC and AVROC were weighted to the respective populations 

of these two progr^s, while data from PLC enrollees were weighted to 

' the population by Basic /Advanced status. 

Datalinalyses consisted of extensiveN^ross-tabulfitions of each * • ^ 

questionnaire item with selected demographic characteristics, and with ' 

criterion items on applicant (enrollment) potential by progrpa, sep- 

* . / Arately analyzed for the high school and college freshmen iamp/es 

ControllingllQ sex. Data analyses for the samples of ROTC enrollees . 

and off-campus program enrollees consisted of tabulations of each question- 

' f 

^ire item controlling on respondent status in these programs (Scholar- 
8hip/non-«chblarshi>p by Service,, and Basic/Advjnced by Service,^ for ROTC 
^ enrollees; Basic/Advanced for PLC, and ROC/AVROG for these p^rams-) . 



J 
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APPLICAfiT POTENTIAL ' 



* • 1 

POTENTIAL FOfe ROTC PROGRAMS 

' \ Each* college-bound high school senior non^RbTC college fr€sh- 
jnan was ^sked to read a brief, standardized 4eFcriixtT6irJt~^ElTl^^OTC- 
progt'ams ''offered by each Service with' the distinction made between ^ 
Scholarship and Subsistence (-Non' scholarship) programs,* Respondents 
were told that Scholarship programs Ibtailed a 4^ year term oi obligated 
-service, vhile the term of obligation varied by S^H^ for the Subsis- 
tence programs (2 years for the Army; . 3 years for the Navy 5 and A years 

# - - * ^ ^ - -> * • 

for; the Air Force), After reading.,each program description, th^., / 

respondent was given' three resporis.e options' permitting a choice between 
these stAements: (i) I 'will apply for this program ("potential appli- 

..cants'*); (2) I will got apply foy^^Jiis program; or (3) Don'^t know if I' 
will appl^ for this program. ^ [ 

Table \-l summarizes the extent of potential applicants for eack ^ 
program, ccmtrolling "on the educational .s^tatus and sex of the respon- 

"'^lent. Noteworthy is the higTier level of potential applicants among^ 
college-bound high school seniors com:pared to college freslftien in ROTC - 
schools. Also of note is the reiiiarkaj)le lack of difference in^ateg"- 
of pptenl;ial*application to ROq:C prograihs by sex. There wag little 

• evidence of diff^re^^ial program en^p6^ement by Service, with the^ 

exception of a lower potential apptlic*;t rate for the Army ROTC Si;hol- 

^ . - ' i • * ^ 

y dflhlp Progrstm apiong college-bound high school' seniors^ 



*See Appendix B'for a copy of the 

' ' . * . . 26 



statements employed in this interview. 
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-^ROrZI'SITY FOR '\FPLYING FOR SELECTED RO^TC PROGRAMS 



« N5 

o 



C^Lte^? Freshmen 
Jr. I^OxC Sc^i-"o\s _ 



ITT' 



1 .r.' 



■J . 



Of 



*Multlple responses were ^ermifted. Hence, percerftages are not additive.^ 
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The reader is cautioned^ that many of the same respondents may be 
reporting a potential for application to more than one of the ROTC pro-^ 



[ 



grams, hence the r|^lts are not additive. 

j^bject to this- cautljn, it is interestin^-To examine the demographic 

characteristics of respondents who report differential rates ofv potential 

applica't*ion for each of the ROTC programs. Thi$ rjgview will constitute 

/ 

an initial statedient of the paraitieters of the ROTC applicaxjit population 

Demographic Characteristics > of Potential ^TC Applicants^ 

Tbe applicant potential, for the various ROTC programs was assessed 

in terms of the following demographic 'characteristics'^: (1). age, (2) r^ce, 

( 3) annual family income,' (4) current ( own) ^'employmesjt status, (Si type of * 

^ \ 

neighborhood ,(c±ty size), and (6) geographic region.* Results are pr«- 
sented for each Service by sex (tabulated separately), by program states 
(Scholarship/Subsistence), and by educational status (high school/college).^ 
^ Tajy.^I-2 presents demographic data on applicant potential for JgOTC 
Scholarship programs among college-bound high school students. Noteworthy 
8 the differenti^l>;r^ of applicant potential by race (higher potential . 
g non-whites than whites) by family income ( higher potential ^particularly 
among m^le re^spondents from families with^ incomes under $8,000 per year), • 
andtby own employment status except fpr Air Force among males^ (generally 
'lower pptential' among 'youth employed fulVtira^ Lower , rates' of applicant 
potential were also noted by residents of large metropolitan areas. These, • 
flljdlngs held- independent of the branch of ^service, and were found for both 
mKt^ arid female youth-, - v 

3^ - , ' ' 

4r Analyses are not T^^s>Tted by .marital status, since 1% (or less) of the" 
college-bound high' school samples were-ioarrjed, and 3% (or less) 'of the 
college freshmen 3avBBple9' were married. 

21* ' 
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DEMOGRAPHIC COfSrELATBS OF, THE PROPENSITY FOR APPLYING ^R THE 



ROTC SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS 



is 



Baser College-Bourid High School Students* 



Total Sample^ 
Age 



IT yfi^,rs or-youi^^^er 

18 years 

19 years or older 



Race 



White 

Black )Kori-vhitQ 
Other ) 



Annual Family Incottc 
Under $y^OOC ' 
. $6.«00-$i3,999 
$14,000^19^999 
$20,000 or over* , 
Refused/Don't Knov^ 

Employnient Status 
. Full time 
Psart-Jinie 
Not employee] 

T yw of Neigh'borhobd 

Jjarge Metropolitan 
Staall Metropolitan 
Non-TnetropolJi«tan ' 



• Geopjraphic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South ' 
West 





' . • MALE . 1 






- femali; 




• 


Army 




USAF 




» 


USA? 




16.6 , 




10.3 , 


17.2" 






* ; L2.? 
--. 11.5 


^^ 

17.2 

lo .0 
17.^>' , 


i,9.o 
lo . 7 . 
27. U • 


- 9-1- . 
12.7 ' 


10.9 - 


.17.9 






/ 






• 










i^:•.J^ 




17.0 


lU.Ji 




.2 , ♦ 


21.7 


28.1 


■ if, .'7. 
- h> 


18,1 


19.6 




• 10. R 
]1 h 
" R.'l . 
.' l'^.3 • 


18.5 ' 
12.0 

9.5 
i 20.5 


28.1':: *, 
'23.1 
lU.-i* 
15.2 

ll»-.9. 


17.6 

7.0 
1U.8 

5.9 

8.6« , 


18.7 ' 
.19.5 
17.6 
' 16.2 
18.6 


2^.6 

10,9 

lU.U 
15.2 
15.0 




' 13.0 
. 10.3 • 


19.1 

15.0 ^ . 


2't.O 
l8!8 
15.9 • 


3.9 
11. 2 


5.8 
19.2' 
16.9 • 


5.8 
lU.8 
17. 




8.5 
13.0 
.1U.5 


15.9 r 

18.3 

13.7 


18.3 
26.2 


8.6 
10 '.2 
lU.O. 


15.7 
18.6 
15.7 


lU.U 

lU.7 
18.8 

* 


r 


20.6 
' " 10.5 

, 10.7 • 


3^9.3 
lU.'O , 

18.5 ' 
IU.3 


• 

lU.8 . 
11^.3^ 


7.6 . 

15.7 
13.2 


11.2 
27.9 
1^.3 
lU.O 


8.7 

/ 20. U 
11.3 




<* 
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Table 1-3 presents dfemograprfic "parameters of applicwt potential for 
ROXC Sutrslstence 'programs among college-bound ^gh'^P^ool students. \ 
Findings, ar^ in g^lieral a'greeinent wi^h the preVious* results for ROTC 
Scholarahip programs, i.e. , ' the^ highe^^^^^^of'appllewH potential for , 
EOTC Subsistence programs were ge"nera||wOy 'respondents classified as 
Eon-^^lte t HoweverT^e i;e la t iqnsh l^^^odiy sizej£jo^,4£jilie^ PPten- 
tial was more complex, witli lower rate'Sof Mdorsem^t of tM Havy pro- 
/gram by residents pf 'non-metropolitan areas. Among ^'ro^les// higher 
, applicant potential 'was noted 'bjr lower ipcome'^re^spondents ^particularly, 
fqr Havy and -Air' Jorce ROTC SjJwiBtence programs/ 



/ 
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DEMOGRAPHIC CORlflELWBS OF THE 'PROPEtfSny FOR APPLYING FOR THE 
f . ROTC SUBSIOTENCE , PROGRAM 



Ease: Colj.ege-Bound High School Students* 



MALE 



FEa^ALE 




17 years or younger 

18 years 

19 years or older 



Race 



White 

^ S^ac^) Non-white 
' Other) , ^ 



Anny 
IU.8 



11.6 
16. U 
20.8 



13.3 
22. i 



Navy 
lU;9 

13.2 
17,9 

17.0 



USAF' 

i5.a 



13.3 
,17.0 

23.^* 



■ U.7 
•26.5 



Army 
lH,9 



•15.9 
11*. 1 

10-. 9 



Ut:7 
15.6 



Navy ' 
•lU.U 



17.^ 
12.3, 
.3.6 



13.5- 
18.1 



USAF 



8.6 



8.8 
fi.8 
.3.& 



8.U 
9.6 



Annual Family Income 



Undef $8,000 V\.h 

■ ^ ^$8 ooo-$i3,999 15.^" 

$14,<XX)-$19,999 11.0 
^$20,00^ or over . ^ 13.8. 
'Refused /Don't Know ^ 1618 

EinployTnent Status ^ 

, Full time 15.1 

, Part-time I6.3 
Not einployecl ' 12.8 

■ i Type of Neightiorhood 

Large fietropolitan 13-1 
Small. Metropolitan - 16 . U 
. . Non-metropolitan . *13.3 



.21*. T 
ll*.8 
12.0 
7.8 
18.1 



7.3 
17.7 



16.2 
15.6 
W.T 



29.8 
9.2 



17,.9 
16.7 
ll*.2' 



12.2 

17.9 
16.9 



IT.l 
18.0 
19.0 
11.8 
ll.J*. 



16.6 



13.2 
.12.6 
23.2 



15.0 
1U.5 
lU.U 
10.3 
15.8 



1.9 
16.3 



13.1 
17.3 
10.3 



13.9 
7.8 

9.9 
11.8 
5.2 



7.8 
7.9 
9.5 



8.U 
9.3 
7.7 



Geographic Region 
Northeast 
'North Central 
South ' 
West 



19.9 
12.5 
ll*.7 
11.5 



19.3 

11.3 
16.2 
12.7 



16.9 
ll*.0 
20.0 

9.9 



6.2 

?,6.7 
17.2 
18.7 



7.8 
21.1 
li*.9 
11.3 



6.13 
6.8. 
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' \ In comparison vith .the previous findings on college-bound high 

* » ^ • 

school senior, analyses of the demographic correlates of ROTC applixant 

potehtial among college freshmen revealed certain consistencies as well 

as interesting differences. Table 1-4 contains demographic data on 

applicant potential foV ROfC Scholarship programs among college freshmen 

in ROTC schools. Subject to the consideration that the overall low rate' 

of apl)licant potential may render lenuous the analysis of demographic^ 

^correlates, the following results were ^noted. First, in. terms of race„ , 

Iflgh applicant potential was reported by npn-vhites as opposed- to whites. 

This ^indin^is consistent .with the finding among high school seniors* 

Second, age appeared as a relevan^ parameter, with higher raj:es of potential 

consistently reported h^f the younger freshmen. 'Among- high school resporidentd^ 
" • t / ' . , 

age bore a negligible or complex relationship^ to applicant porential. Third, 

there was no appreciable' relationship of annual fan^^ly income to*applicant 

potential amofig male college freshmen. This finding !also differs 'from . 

results for male high school seniors. These differences merit additional 

$ 

consideration, /including the performance of longitudinal* research to 

determitve if changes in ROTC applicant potential of:cur between high school 

* . * 

graduiition and completion of the freshman year in college* 



Total Sample 
Age 



IT years or younger 

18 years 

19 years or older ' ^ 

Race * . 

^ iWhite 

• Black) Non-white - 
Other) •. * 

Annual Ffeu&ily Inconie' 



Under $8,000 



$8.000-$l3,999 
$l4,000-$19,999 
$20,000 or over ^ 
Rcfusedyron't Know 



nt Status 



1 time 
Part-time 
Not employed^ 

Type of Heighborhood 

Large Metropolitanr 
anall Metropolitan 
Non -metropolitan 

BegioD 
ait 
rth Ceatral 
uth . 
West 




^GCJSSLAXBS OF TEE VBOSVSSVTC FOR AFFLTIHG 
ROM ^SCBOLABSEIP HKXStAKS 
Base: College Freshasn In BOTC ScIkxjIs* 

• MALE * 



FOR THE 



Argy 
1.1 



6.U 
l.U 
.3 



1.1 
1.9 

¥ 

1.7 

1.9 
1.0 

2.2 



.9 
1.5 



l.U 
1.2 
.7 



1.1. 

■,2.1 
.8 



552y 
3.0 



U.l 
2.5. 

3.0 
3.U 



U.2 

1:9 
U.l 
2.0 



3.3 
3.U 



U.3, 
3.7 



U.7 
2.6 
2.t. 

2.1* 



UStf 
1.9 

6.U 
1.9 



*1.'5 
6.1 



2.2 

1.9 

2.6' 

1.8 

I.O 



1. ^ 

2. U 



'l.U 
1.3 

3:6 



2.6 
2.1 
2.U' 



2.2 



U.3 
1.9 
2-1 



1.7 
■8.8 

7.9 
2.6 



2.5 
.6 
2.9 



5.U 
1.6 
2.6 



2.6 

1.8 
.2.2 
2.6 



*Tt)OBe respondents not In programs, for WIC, ROC, AVROC or PLC 

Taible 1 - k 



Analyses of demographic correlates of applicant potential for AOTC 
Subsistence programs among college freshmen revealed similar findings for 
age and race compared to the previous^ results for scholarship programs. 
T&ble 1-5 presents the data. In general, Tiigher rates of applicant ^ 
potential for ROTC Subsistence programs were reported by younger freshmen 
and among males, by non-whites. (The exception was^avy ROTC Subsistence 
ampng males, where the r«ate for whites was slightly higher). However ^ in 
terms of annual family income, higher rates of applicant potentia^ yere 
noted among male youth from families with lower incomes. 

} " ' 



r 



00 



DEIP3RAPHIC CORR&iATES OF THE roOPEHSm F6R APPLYHiG FOR TTSE ^ 
ROTC SUBSISTENCE PROGRAiMS 
Base:. College Freshmen in ROTC Schools* 

• ' MALE . ' FEI-IALE 



Total Sasiole 



\7 j^ears '^r y0iin:;cr 



,>^<.000-;:i3,999 



I,ot 



Larg3' ;!cti'opoiitan 
r.'.all Metropolitan 
I ?oV r.e t r o po 1 it an - 

Geo^l^hic Region • 
liorthoaGt 
#orth Central 
'Sbuth • 
' West ' 



Am?/ 



l.h 



(: J- 



1 ^ 

.7 



.5 

2.T 
2.i; 



2.6 



2.2 
1.5 

3.2 
.8 



ERJC 



*fho8e respondents not in programs for ROTC, 
ROC, AVROC, or PLC. • 



USAF 



l.€ 



^.3 



• ^ 

1.1 
5.D/ 



^ 2.1 
- 3.^ 



Tatle 1-5 



Arr.:/ 
l.K 



r 

!6 



1.5 



'2*3 
i.T 
1.6 



Na\7 



T- 1 



1.5 



1.5 
.9 



1.1 
1.7 



In suimna^^ these analyses suggest that a ^considerable ROTG applic 
potential -exists among college-bound high- school ^seniors, both male and 




* female^ To a lesser extent, there is evidence of untapped'^OTC applicant 
\ potential among^^oll^ge^ currently attending ROTC colleges and 

universities. Demographic analyses suggest that #)TC applicant potential 
does not vary for the branch of service offering the^program, but may<well 



vary, by age (for collie fteshmen) , by race' and by family income. Since - 
these demographic rel|Pxpnsbips^ are complex, varying iu^many instances by 



4 • 



.sex and educational status, efforts to improve ROTC programs should take 
cftgnlzance of the previous da^s* iVf may also be desirable to perfbdfi > . 
multivariate ""analyses of the cur^^p^t datd,'as well as Hfigiitudinal research 
on the stability of applicant potential over- time. ^ 



3 
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POTENTIAL FOR OFFrCAMPUS PROGRAMS ' ' > 

■\ . " ; 

' . Each college-bound high school ^senior and^ non-ROTC college fresh- ' - 

• man was ajked to read a bri^f, standardized description of 'the Navy Reserve* 
Officers candidate (RCX:) program and Aviation Reserve- Officers Cafididate 
(AVROC) prpgYam, and^ the Mar ine Corps Platoon Leaders Clasigj|pLC) p'rograp,* 

ter reading each description, each respoifflent was given three response ' 
Pi^tlQUS permitting a choice between -thes^ statement's: (11 I will apply * T 
for this program (potential applicants"), (2) L Will pot apply for this 'f ' 
' m prpgram, and <3) Don^t | jow if ; I. will apply for this program. In considering 

- PLC, the respondent' watf asked thf^ Question separately-'f^r PLC, (Groun'd), - 
. . PLC (Pilot), and PLC (FlighJ Offlteer)^, Ifrith thigjipulatlon^ that the latter 

programs ,£fttoiaed between 5 and 6 years obligSw Service/ - Ip. considering i 
AVROC, each resppndent was asked to state application* potential for AVROC 

. ' ^ • •: ^ ' \. « , ^ ' ' 

r ' '(Pilot) and for AVROC (Naviga^), With the. stipulation* thai the'term of ' * * 
' ' - ^ ^ 1^" ^ ' ..... ' 

obligated sprvice for graduates of The AVROC (Pilot) program -was 4 1/2 years, C 

and for AVR,OC ^(Navigator)- was 3 1/2 yeaifes — / af tpr^compl6tion of flight trkinind'. 

The following tdb-le summarizes the rate of potjentlJal applicants for each 

program variant, controlling on ^the. educational status ana|fi^x of the res-'^ ^ 

' pondeht: Noteworthy i^'the higher rate o*f patantfal appliigtion among eolleg^T 

bound high' sd^iool sttidents,' compared to college fx>eshmeh in ROTC^ 8ch<A>fs. / . 

. ^ / \ ' ' . p ' ' \ 

•A^ Also noteworthy Js the lower, rate of applicant potential for high school^ 

wogen in te^ of the .aviation .programs , chared to the male high sc*hool 

respondent? ^fh^^ame finding is .nbteJ among. college freshmen). Also of 

Ijaterest is tj^e generally Hfgher-rate of applicant po.tentlJkl T^or the ground 

» ' ' . ^ , ^ \ T 

programs,, as compareid with fhe aviation programs/ 



*S€e Appendix -B a* copy of the statementi$ employed in' the interview. 

" ' ' * • ' 30 • • . • s 
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PROPENSrry for applying for selected off-campus M&UARY UI-'FIUER training PRqGRA>B 

Base:. Target Civilian Youth Segments 



Percfent * 
Mho WouX<3 ' " 
Aiyply For; 

(OromA) 

(Pi\ot) 

HC ■ . 
(night Officer) 

ROC ' 
(^ri^ce) 

AVROC 
(Pll6t> 

AWOC . 
' (Navigator) • 



"iugh SchobI Seniors: 
Collece-Bound & 


College Freshmen - 
In RCTC Schools 


I4ale • - 


Female 


Male 


Female 














l.lf> 1 




8.3^ 


5.2^^' ' - 


. 1.0^^ 


•0.6$ 


l8.6f. 


ll^.O^& 


2. -2^ 


• 




6.2^ . 
• 


; 1.9^ 


1.6^ 

• 


11. 3?^ 
* ■ 

•< 


^ — ^ 


1.1?^ 


0.9?- 



Table I - 6 * 
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^ - *^ T^e reader is cautioned that the percentages in this table are nof ^ 
additive^ since respondent^ could indicate a potential for application to 
pore thafi one program vacant* 

The following section examines the extent of relationship of vatlous 
Sinographic characteristics, to applicant potential for these off-campus • ' 
militaty officer training programs. 

• A. - • 

/ Denografahic Correlates of Potential Applicants to Off-Ciampus Programs 
The applicant potential for off-ca«pus officer training programs 
was examined by age, race, family income, ^employment status, type of neighbor- 
hood, and geographic region. Thf^results are presiented for each off-campus 

* program (including subdivisions) by sexVnd ed,ucational status (hith school/ 
college freshman).. Table 1-7 presents demographic data' on the, applicant 

' potciitidiof college-bound high school students for the off-campus programs.; 
; The most . clearly definable*' trend emerging from the demographic data 
fior^high school students is the declining interest in off -campus programs 
among %ffaite females as ag^ increases. ' For males the opposite holds true. 
. interest in these programs t;ends to increase with 'age, although "this treiA 
is not clear-cut. Both PLC* and AVROC pilot training programs bear a more 
complex relationship to age for male high school students. 

Among the high scho^ student sample, race shoys no consistent relation^ 
^ip to interest in off-campus officer training progranis. ' However, it appears 

that whites* (male and^eiiale) show more interest in pilot, training than do 

^ ^ ^^^^^^ 

* non-whites. Annual family income also bears a slight relationship to interests 

* in 'these programs. High school respondents from families with .smaller incomes 
are generally more likely to expii^ess ^^erest iu^pdying for one of the 

^fetu^, type of neighbor- * 



off-caopus of^l^er training programs. Employment 



ERIC 



32 ■ 



heiodf and geographic re|J.on fall to show any distinct relationship to the 

propensity fox applying, for offf-^campus programs among college-bound hlgli 

• - * ' • • 

" sdiool students^ . / « ^ * 



y ♦ 



% 
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DEKXIRAPHIC CORRKLATES OP TqB PROEERf^ITT POR APHiYIBG FOR THE 
OFP-CAMPUS PROGRAMS: ROC/AVROC 



Total Sample 
Age 



17 years oi: youngepr 

18 years 

19 years^ or older 



White 

Bl^^^ ?Non.white' 
Other )' 

u> Annual family Jricome 
^ . Under $?.,000 

$8.0O0-$13,999 * 
$llf,000.$19,999 
^0,000 or over 
» Pef used /Don't ICnow 

Employtpent Status * 
,Full time 
Part-time 
Not employed 

Iphborhood 
;e Metropolitan 
ill I4etropolltan 
on -me t ropo lit an 



Hon 



ERIC 



Geofpraphlc Region 
* northeast 
North Central 
South . 
West 



Baser College-Bound High Scbcx)! Studrats 





MALE 


9 


ROC 


AVROC-PILOT 


AVROC-MV 




12.0 


11.3 








17 8 

18.6 


- 12.h 
10.6 

18 Q 

< 


13.5 
19.8 

^y • ^ % • 


*18.6 


' 13.1 


10^2 


19.0 


6.7 


17.0 






- 25.3 ' 
19.1' 
15.1 
15.2 

.,20.5 


12 .'9 
13.6 

10.7 
0.8 

13.5 


• 15.7 

IU.2 , 

n.h 

' 7.8 
9.7 

• 


22.1 
15.0 


^ 

9.5 
12.2 
12.6 


11.7 
12.0 


16.8 

19.9 
18.1. 


13.5 

0.0.4 

14.1 


7.6 
1U.2 

10.5 








21.8 
1U.8 
22.1 
'll*.3 


-12.9 
16.0 

8.8 

'^>^9.9 


32. 9 " 

10.5 ; ' 

Table 1-7 



ROC 
14.0 

16.6 
12.3 

12.8" 
18.9* 



17.6 
19.5 
11.3 
10.8 
12.6 



7.8 

15.9 
16.6 
lU.O 



FEMALE 



AVROC-PILOT 
6.2 



9.1 
3.8 




6.5 

5.2 



7.5 
8.6 

5.6 
9.3 
3.6 



5.5 
7.9 



7.3 
5.9 



1.9 
9.1 
7.9 
4.7 



AVROC 




ERIC 



17 years or younger 
• 18 years 
19 years or older 

Race 

White 

' . Black ) jion-white . 
Other ) 

Annual l^nlly Income 
Under ?^J;000 
$8.000.$13,999 
, $l4,CX)0-$19;999 
$2tf,000 or o'^/er 
Refused /Don't loiow 
» 

Eraplpyment' Status 
Full t\m 
Part-time 
Not Employed 

Type of Ifeighborbood 
^ Large Metaropolltan 
Small Metropolitan 
Noh-metropplitan . 

fleo grephlc Region 
, Ifortheast^ 
North Central 
South . 
West 



^^DGRAPHIC CORRELATES OP THE HK)IHfilTr FOR APHCriNO FOR TBB 
OPF-CAMFUS PROAAMS: : 
, Base: "coUege-k>und Hifi^i School Students 



c/biind. 

V f 



MALE 



Pilot # FLO 





9.. 8 


8.3 


15.5 

16,0 

23.6 


iJ^.l- ' 
-6.3 N 
10. 1^ ' 


/9.2 

• 5.7 

21.7 




J ■ 


15.8 

YQ 0 


10.0 
•8.7 


• T.3 

13.1* * 


J 




4 


2'4..2' 

IT.O 

13. 
ll.O 

18.6 • 


6.2 
10.8 

11. 1^.:.- 

13.0 


7.1 
8.1* 
1^.6 
9.7 


11.2 
18.1 
15.5 • 


' 11^.5' 
10.5 

IM 


10.1 

9.1* 
6.2 


18.1 
16.3 
13. T 


10.9 
■ • 7.0 
16.5 


7> 
8.0 
10.9 


12.3 

15:5 
20.6 

15.1 


10.5 

11.1 ' 
9.1 


6.1* 

11.8^ 
10.7 



Ground 



Tatle 1-7 (continufd) 



16.8 



19.9 
13.9 
9.1 



15.3 
23.0 



20.9 
17.6 
17.6 
>12.3 
.16.1* 



7.8 
15.9 
19.1 



17.5 
16.8 

15.5 



13.0 
22.7 
ll*.9 
16.0 



FEMALE 





6.1* 
3.^ 



5.0 
3.7 



7.0 
3.1 
6.7 

.l*.9 
3.6 



•II 



5.0 
5.0 
-i*.l 



3.1* 

3.1 
7.0 

l*.7 



FLO 
5.2 



6.6 

1*.2 



l*.l 



12.3 
1*.3 
l*.6 
3.1* 
l*.l2 



6.6 

1*.8 



5.0 
5.3' 
5.9 



l*.3 
1.6 

10 ;2 



•50 



» Table 1-8 shows the demographic breakouts for the applicant 
potential of college freshmen. One conspicuous trend is a general shift 
' awai from interest in of f^campus' officer training ^^rr^gtamB as age increases 

for' male freshmen. 

Another notable finding is the apparent lack of -interest in off- 
■ campus programs among non-white males. On the other hand, non-whtte 
females did express interest in these prograios. 

• Among females, the saaaller the family income , the greater the, likeli- 
hood of interest "in off-campus officer training programs. Among males, 
however, there is a complex relationship between Interest in those programs 
and family ipcome. Ther« wa? no interest expressed in the off-caMpus 
program by male residents of the Northeast. 



a- 



ERIC 



36. 

51 



DEMOa^APHIC CORBBLAOBS OF THB' PROiftfSlTy FOR APJLYING TOR THB 

* 

OEP-CA^pUS PRO(ffiAMS; BOc'/AfRQC • 
Base : College Preshaen in ROTC Schools 



Total Sample 



Age 



Race 



IT year? or youngei' 

18 years 

19 years jor older 

C ' * ' 

White 

Bl^k juon-white 
0th6r, ) 



ROO 
»2.2 



6.h 
3.3 
,9 



2.2 
1.9 



AyROC-PILOT ~ AVROC-MAV 



1.9, 

6.U 
1.9 
1.5 

2.1 



1.1 



2.9 
1.1 

.9 



1.2 

- n 



ROC ' 
3;2 



3.3 , 
3.7 



3.3 
2.5 



AVROC-PILCTF 



2.2 

a. 2 



.9 

11.2 



Annual Family Income 



-J 



Under $8,000 



$8,000-$i3,999 
$lt,OO0-$19,999 
$20,000 or over 
Refused/Don't Know 



k.8 
3.3 
> .7 
2.3 
1.0 



2.0 

1.5 
2.8 
1.0 



1.2 

.1 
l.h 
1.0 



H. 7 

I. 1 
•3.6 
3.7 
•3.3 



.9 

l.h 
2.5 



Emplo^TOfflt Status 
Full time 
Part-time 
Not femployed 

Type of Neighiborhood 

Large Metropolitan 
' anall Metropolitan 

Nop-Metropolitan 

u 

Geographic Re^on 
as-T^ 




Northeast 
North Central 
South ^ 
West 



2.6 
1.7 



1.0 
3.6 
1.5 



1.6 
3.7 
3.2 



1.6 
1.8 

2.0 



2.h 
1.8 
1.5 



3.1 
2..1 
1.6 



r.6 

l.U 
.8 



1.1^ 
l.h 



1.6 
1.1 

1.6 

Table I -8 



2.-5 
1.1 
h.2 



h.3 
■3.3 
.9 



.5.2 
2.2 
h.2 



2.5 
.5 
2.0 



1.0 
•1.2 

3.5 



2.6 

1.1 

1.1 

2;6 



. DEMXJRAPHIC CaBBBLMJES OP THB VBOmtSm FOR APHiYlNO FOB THE 



^tak Sample^ 




.Age ' ,5, - c- • •• .\ 

years OP <younger 
' ' 18 jrears _ ■ , 
^ I9j^((alcs or' older , 

- Race - , >• ~ 

-White J ■ 

Black Vioni-whl'te 

Other ) ^ . , ' 



Anpual tapilly Inc 
Uhder $8,000 



$8 000-$13,999 
$l1;,00O-W,9^9- 
. , Ji2p,000 or over" 
^ ' = Refused /Don't Know 



01 
00 



' Employnent Stat ua 

.\ • ' Part-tlma' 

Not employed 
' .* . ' . • ' 

, Type of NelgKborhood / 
. '4 , IJarge^fetrofolKan. 
• * Small Metropolitan 

•5 . ' ~ ^Northeast- • * 
' " . IJorth QBfrttral \ 

ERIC 

« t 



•'fease : /coll^e Rreshmen-in ROTC' Schoolp 



Ground 
:1.5 



6.h 
1.9 
.7 




2.9 

-"to 

n l.i^» 
'2,2 



3.5 
1.5" 
1.2 



2.k 
1.6 



2.1 
2.7 



'MALE 



6.U 
1.0 



1.8 



. .9 
2;8 
x.o 



1.6 



2.0 

2.U 



2.6 
2.7 



l.< 

2.9 
1.1 

,.7 

1.1 . 

l-.'5 

1% 
1.0 



,.• 1.6 
^1.0 
.9 



1.0 
1.2 

.7, 



2^.1 - 
1.1 



3.3 



3.i* 
8.8 



7.9 
5.1 " 
3.5 

2.5_ 

i.e 

5.0 



Table I - 8 '(ccJntir^ed). 



p^iot . F^o 



1.6 
.8 



.7. 
6.3 



« 2.6 



.8 



.6 



2.6 




1.1 
.If 
2.8 



1.1 

m 

1.0 



. .2.e ■ f^- 



.6 
/ .6 
a.6,» 



1^1 

.6 



I- ' 



ABSOLUTE PROGRAM PREFERENCE / 

After consideration was given by . each respondent;^ to each of the 
ROIC programs and off-campus military officer training programs (PLC, 
ROCy AVROC), each respondent was provided a list including, each'of 
these programs and requested to state in which j^ne of th^se programs 
•he (or she) was mos^ interested. The response, "none of these (pro- 
^rams)", was a permissible option, hence an absolute appraisal of the 
concept of military officer traini^ ptograms coujd be gained from the 
results. w 



The following table pre&tnts co^lete flW pr^f ^ence for 

each of these programs (and fcfr none^f these '^t'ograms) , controlling 

^on the educational status and sex of the* respondent . Noteworthy are 

thre differences between males and females in the appraisal of any of v 
' , > ' / ' . ' » • : ^ 

the programs as most preferred • Preference forgone of the pf^ograms 
• /> ' ' ' 

was e/pressed by 60Z of high school males, -confpared to ,47% of high 

school females. Among the college freshmen, of the men expressed 

a preference for one of jbhe programs,, ijfille o^y 26% of the females 

expressed a single program preference. 



MOST FREmOtED FROC^AM FROl^ AMGRO SE[£CTED MILlftim OFFICER TRAHqKQ mXBAIB 
V . Base: Target Civilian Youth Segtoents , 



Percent Who* ^ 
Pilfer Each 

Program? \ 

^Anny ^-year ROTC Sbholarship 

*Navy U-year ROTC Scholarship 

Air FO]fte U-ye^'^'l^drC Scholarship 

Armjj'SOTC SulDsistence^ serving 2 j^ars 

Navy ROTC Subsistence^ seahring 3 years 

Air Force ROTC Subsistence^' serving 
k years 

Marine Coips-Of f-QarapiAS PLC ^ 

A 

Navy Oft-Ca«Q^ROC Progran 
Navy Off-cJnpua AVROC (Pilot) 
Navy Off -Campus AVROC (Navigator) ^. 
Nor^e^f these ^ • , 



High School Seniors:. 
CollegcfyBound 



College Freshman 
In ROTC Schoo 



Male 

1.2^ 
100. Oft 



Female 

:. 2.2^'": 

1.55f 
TabJ.6 I - ,9 



: Male 
1.6^ 

' hM 

i*.0?t 
■ 3.'3?6 

.1.3?t 
' 100. i?t 



FeTnale 
1.5^ 

■ 2.V?i 
6.6^ 

.•3.5^& 
1.8^' 
2.7^ 

■ 1.7^ 
2.25t ' 

2.55^ 
• 0.6^ 
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57 



#4 



58 



The Air Force 4-year ROtC Scholarship program was the moil preferred 

* option aaong ead^3fOUth segmeat* The Army 4-year ROTC Scholi^rship. program 
lagged thfe Navy i^yearr JJJDTC Scholarship program in preference* « 

However, the Army ROTC Subsistence program (2 year o|^ligation ^ 
f geAeral^y preferred over the Mavy Subsistence program* (3 year obi ^^ation)^ 
and .the Air Force Sul^sistence program (4 year obligation). The only 
exception occurred for male college freshmen. 

Ia total, approximately 46Z of the high school males and 35% of the 

* high school £i^males expressed a preference for one of the ROTC programs 

either the full Scholafshlp program or the various Suhai8ten<ie rfrojgrams. 

'The various off -campus programs also eftcit^d considerable si>pp6rt. \ 
Among college-bound high school students,, 12% of the. females and 14% of ^ 



the ffiale8s4>ref erred '^e of the off-cam 




freshmen dh ROTC sc^oolIT 7%. of the 
a ^preference for o^jg. of the^ off-^CMipus programs.* \ ^ ^ -t 



xojgrams. Among the college 
8 and ^AX bf malas expressed 



41 
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PERSPECTIVE ON HOTC APPLICANT POlmiAL . , ' ^ ' 

preceding data suggest a vast/ potential for RCfTC =^d off- 
' caq>u8 officer training programs/ pM«cularly among college-bound klgh 
•choift seniors* In lieu e#^longltudlnal research^ It Is difficult to 
MumtB th# validity of this projection; however » responses to other 
questions provide a valuable perspective on cuf^rent * rates of appllca|;lon. 

Each college-bound high school senior was askea If he had applied 
for ax^ROTC scholar^lp, or ^expected to receive an ROTC scholarship. 
Responses presented In the following table Indicate that 3.6^ of the 
males Kad applied for an ROTC'^ Scholarship while anothef 1.7i were 
presimiably (nfonned that, they had already been awavded a Scholarship. 
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ECXATIONS FOR RECEIPT OF AN ROTC SCHOLARSHIP 
Base: College Bound High School Seniors , 



Expect/Hope to Receive an 
ROTC Scholarship 



v r Have Applied 

• (but not heard) ' ^ , 
«♦ * 

^ * . - Know th^y will receive 
an ROTB^Scholarship 

' Do not expect/hope to *- 

receive and ROTC Scjiolarshlp 



High School Seniors: 
College- Bound 



Male 


% Female ' 




(X) 


3.61 


0.71 


l5.3% 




' 1.7' 


r 

1.5-' 






94. 6 • 


97.8 


' 99.9%' 


•100.0% 
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The current potential for enrollment in an ROTC scholarship pror 
gram in 1973 is thus estimated at 5.3Z £or males %x)4f2.2X for f^les. 



These figures 4o not Include ^ anyone who might j 
4- V ^ 



OTC after entering 



college In a tion-scholarship status, or be eligible -for a scholarship 



of less than 4 years duration. In general, efforts ^'expand this^ base 
M)uld apipear warranted, given -the difference between these data and the 
rates of applicant potential for college-bound high school seniors as 
noted previously in this chapter. 

Acceptance of College. Expense Subsidization Concepts ^^^-^^ , ^ • ' 

Another approach to assessing the extent to which a program of 
subsidized colle^ expenses would appeal to college-bou^ high school 
seniors obtai^ed^by asking these students two questions: 
^- Would you'^ttend college if it was subsidized 
' by someone? . ^ ' 

- Vfouid you go to college on ^ scholarship if you * . ' 
, • * had to serve as a military officer after graduation? 

Although the; vast majority (70Z-80Z) of college-bou^d high 
* school seniors state a willingne8&*;<& attend coliSfge under some fcrm^of 
subsidization, the rate** of^cceptance of the con<?et^N)f 'a military 
officer scholarship is initially far less. (15Z-28%) . '%he rate £or* 
males (23%) is^much higher than the rate for f emales , (15%) . ♦ 
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ASSBSSMENT OF THE CCNCEPT OP SUBSIDIZATION OF COLLEGE EXPENSES 
Base: College Bound. Hi^h §piw©l Seniors / 



-Would Attend College if 
, Subsidized \n someone 

• ^ Yes 

No 

' Dcm't Know 



-Would Attend College on 
» Scholarship if Military 
Offlcfer Service Requireri 

0' Yes 

No 

Don't know 



Males 



3.7 
11.8 

99. 9^^ 



58.2 . 

^^^^ - ^ 

57.8 

100. 0?: 



Females 
1W 



8.2 
17-'^ 

• 100.0^ 
fema les 

/ 15*0 • 
70.7 

• lU.2 

. 99.9^ 
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It should Toe tioted that the reaction to the quwtion of ^ military 



oincer trainluj^ subsidization was o%i«ined from responBfints before ^ ^ 

were pr^ftsented with detailed descriptions -of the varlpus options 
currentlgr available. - ^ ^ \ ' * ' 

It^ls also noteworthy that a substantial percentage of college-bound ' 
high school seniors {l^i) were unsure as together or not* they would be 
willing to accept a military officer scholarship to college. Taken in 
, coafclna^lon with those re 8ponde,^^pf&ho expressed a firm Willingness to 
accept a scholarship, some ^2$ of high school males and A93t of high 
school females appear to* constitute a* potential target for militai^ officer 

training scholarships to college. ' ^ , 

_ ,% 

' Given all" these data, an assessment of t1ie "true potential" for*ROTC 
appear^ complex. To summarize the d'eta, and to present a comparison o? 
responses to the various T-ehavorial/attitudinal indices, the following 
sunmary table is presented as a convenient reference. 

/ * 4 
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY AMD APPRAISAL OF ROTC POTEaJTIAL 

V 

Base: College-Bound Hj.gh School Seniors 



5t- 



HBve arpplied *for,. or 
expect to receive^ an 
BOTC^Scholarship 

Express a'willingne^s to 
attend college on b military 
officer scholarship, or 
don't know. 

Express a preference 

for- an BOTC ScholarsltLp 

or BOTC Subsistence Program . 



High School Seniors: 

College -Bound 
Male Ffemale 



li;.0^ 



15.0^ Willing to accept 
1^.2^ Don't know 

29.2^ Total 



Table 1-12 
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It setBS that » noticable gap exists between behavior (applying for 

✓ 

B.OTC) and expressed attitude (willingness to accept a military officer 
scholarship; or preference f^r one of the ROTC programs). 

This discrepancy may result; from an Inflation of responses' favorable 
toward tl^^appllcatlon for ROTC prf)grams. After being given a description-' 
of th^^^ograms (In contrast to the' Initial level of awareness/lgtiordace 
about the options) many college-bound high school seniors may have found 
these programs to be attractive — hen^ the favorable attitudes expressed. 

Taken In totals these data suggest that an untapped ROTC potential 
may exist ainong^ college-bound high school students which merits more >serious 
efforts at ad^rtising and recruitment. Ftfrther evidence to support 
th^se recommendations is presented in the fo9owlng chapter. 
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FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ROTC -APPLICANT POTHfTIAL 



iT^I 



omyiEw 

Additional analyses were perfiormed to determine the extent and 
direction of the relationship of applicant potential to several factors 

\other than demographic characteristics (see Chapter I). In particular, ^ 

• 1^ — ^ ^ 

' the applicant potential was Investigate^ .In tenn# qf Its rdlatlj^hlp 
to (1) educational expectations, and (2) life goals'. A^so st;udled was 
the' relationship of .applicant potential to» Junior ROTC exposure in high 
school. Results of these^nal^ses wit 1 fee presented 4n the first part 
of this '-chapter* 

Endorsement of a series of general and specific reason^ for appli- 
-cation to military officer training programs was also studied for itfi^ ' 

f " * 

reJatlQirthlp to applicant potential. Results of these analyses will 
appear in the* Second part of. this c^ifi^ter. ^ 

CJkREER GOALS - ' . ' . 



For consistency with Chapter I format,, findings for career goals' \a 

will be analyzed by program category, controlling on sex* and educational 

stat&is (college-bound high mAooI seniors; college freshmen In ROTC 

schools).* ' ^ ♦ ' * ' 

Table II-l presents data on applicant potential for ROTC Scholar- 

^ - — 1 — : « 

V 

shipr programs among college-bound high school students. Noteworthy Is 
the differential rate of .applicant potential for the N^vy Scholarship / 
program among youth whose ultl^oate educational exp^tations' encompass 
•1^6t-graduate study* This finding held for both males and females. ^ : 

' 49 * 
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^^RRBUTKS OP THE PROFSMs'lTY^fOR APPLYING FOR TH» 

/ndrc scHOLAi^p psocaviMS ^ 

-Base: . C6llege-Boune High School Student^^ ^ 



MALg 



V 



Ex pected lievel o£ Education 

• , iCollege Degree ^ 
^Beyond. College 

Life qoaia • > 



' U.8 



12% 7 



Kavy 

16:6 



115.7 
" l8.T 



4 



-USAF ^ 
l8.U ' 



19.1 
^16.7 



Amqr 

1Q.3 



10.8. 
8.9 



*^17.2 




• ▼ 

Working for 6 )>jftter Kjciety 17. 



, 16.2 ♦ 
20.3 

12.6 '^^jt 



15,1- 



o 



Dr>in§ challenging worl 

Making a lot of fboney 

» # ' 
Learning as much as I can 
** • * 

Helping other people^ ^ 



8.U 

9:5 

7.6 
8.7 




Having *a secure, steady Job lU.ft 

. / ' ' - ' ' 
Being- able to do ^at I want 12 . 1 

to in- a Job ' ' - 
Raising my own social level ^23.5 
"^ecogn it ^on /status ♦ ^ \- 
Adventure /Exc itement *^12 . 9 

Presence of Jr. ROTC . * 



'■J 



4 



•erIc 




13.1 
.12. U 



4; 



10'. 8 
20.1 ' 


12.6* 

21. 0'^ 








TO 0 

9A 


19.1 


15.5 




1.8.8 




16.6 


' lit.6 


18.8 








■ #.8 


la.? 


17.9 


> * * 


^9.8- 




llt.3 


20.8 


, 20.1 


11.6 


18.6 




15.1 


19.0* 


17.8* , 


y.o 


» , 

1«J6 




18.7 


^ 11.8 
60.0 ' 1 


23.5 
^70.0 - > 


1 






. \ ' 




2U.2 




37.8 


\ 


. lfe.2 


>* 












18.1 
17'.2 


13.6 
2Qi6 
, 13.6 


11.8 
10.1 
10.2 


/ 28.2 


. i 

> 

• 1 


19.7 
^ ll».* 


cases. « 






• 


• 

• « 




T^la 




yj- .. 






















Hovcver, 86X differences were noted In the relationship o£ applicant 
potential t6 life goals, ^nd ^jpf^or ROT^ exposure . Male college-bound^ . 
high 'school seniors vhose life goals called for "having a secure, 
steady job^' ^re more likely to Ixpress an interest in applying^ for 
each of the programs, than were males who espoused other goals. Excep- 
tions tend^rto' vary, by Service, i.e., men whol^e major ,life«goal. was ^ 

"doing challenging work" reported high applicant potential for Navy or 

% ' ' * * 

Air ^rce^ programs, but not for Army. An Important goal to^^Wienti^l 

kai] and Air Ferce applicants, was 'Praising my owli social jLeyel.'^'^^or 

. females , there was a negligible rej^ationship noted between these life 

goals and applicant potentiaLr^ , , . ^ 

\ ^ 5^ 
. Junior ROTC exposure had\ a omplex relationship to applicant .poten- 

tial^ For males, exposure to Junior -ROTC was negatively rcQ-atsfed to^the ^ 

potential for applying for ROTC Scholyship programs. For females , the 

/te^prse held, with exppsure to Junior ROTC related td a positive dfrec- 

^ion to applicant potential. • 

« ' ' ' . 

•Data on the^relationsh^tf'^istf career goals to applicant potential 

for ROJC Subsistence programs among col^lege-boutd high school students 

aie given in Table II-2. These data are consiste^with previous find-^ 

Ings for Scholarship programs,^ in that (1) Eigher rat^ of applicant 

potential for N&vy ROTC ar^iven by youth with pogt-graduate educational 

jftypec tat ions; (2) maW youth who ^ite ^"raising their ^social level" as a 

life goal reported a higher rate of applicant potential; and (3) exposure 

to Juniflj? ROTC was inversely related tp applicant potential for males, " 

but positively rjflated for ^female3. , . t 



1 

COBREUTES OP* THE PROmiSm FOR AmYING FOR THE 
^ ' ROTC SUBSiaraSCE PROGI^UC 



Base: College-Bound High Schf^)l Students 



\-".- 



A 



KMiE 



Total 



Angy 
lU.'S 



li*.9 



USAF 
15.8 




Expected - Level 'of Educatjo p 

Col3.ege Degree • 
Beyond- Qo liege 

Life Goals .i ' ) * 

^Working for a better so 

Doing challenging vnrk 

Waking a lot of nrJhey. 

teaming as much'as I c 

Helping » other people 



to in a job 
Rajsin^ my ovn 
RecogTl4y.or\/st 
Adventure/Exc item^nt* 



Presence of Jr. ' ROTC > 
Prqpram at Respondent ' 6 
High , Scho^aa 



Yes 
No ' ' 
'Don't knov^ 



15.T , 
12.9 > 




\6.9 
^ 13.5 


17. 


' I* 

* 21.0 


- 13.2 




19.3 


15.^5 


• i6.6. 


' iv.i 


11.8 . 




11.0 


, 9.2 






12 Q / - 


l8.2 / 


16.'? 


* / 




^3.8 








*7CU0 
• « 




70.0 


17.T 


' 


, ^22. 6 


m 

15.1 






' 10.2 ^ 
^ 16.3 
lU.2 


\0.2 
17.8 
13.6 

0 


number of 


cas^s^"* 






Table 











15.8 
12.0 



^ '9,5 

9.9 
C 12.7 
* 18.6 

27.9 
15.»* 



' 12.7 

' 12.6, 
. 11.8 
11* .1^ 
15.6 
15.2 
16.^ 

. 'io.6 



8.L 



10,1 



2U.3- 



23.9 
12.1% 
•11. 1- 



.8.1 
10.3 



9.0 

^.7 
6.U' 

• 8.6 
^6.U^ 

11.0 
1318 



.,•2.7 
16.J 



1^.6 

r.8\ 

7.9 



4 

.7 



^ V Youth* who eapoused the life goal§^^:^<^fy^ ot excitement"* jaer^ also 

i sore likely to indicate a potential for applying for.ROTC Subsistence 

prog^aans sponsored* by the Air Forc^e.' ^ * 

itoalyses were alao performed of the relationship .of life goals 

(aiid Junior ROTC exposure^ to applicant potential for ROT(f Scholarship 
J 

^ prpgrgms among college freshmen in ROTC schools. ^ Table II-3 vjSlresents 
' the resufts. Certainf interesting sihilltfrities and differences are . 
' hoted ylt?h, the results for hi^ schoojj. seniors. First, higher potential 
^^uMkth^ Navy ROTC Scholarship program is again shown \)y male3 Iwith post- 
4b. graduate expectations. Among the lilgh scho6l student samples, this 
' finding held lor both males 4nd females (see^TabJ.e II-l). • Second, the 
llfe^goals of college^ mAles predisposed to> ROTC include "making »a lot . 
of money" i as well as "adventure oV excitement." While the latter 
' results are consistent with the findings for high school student^, the 

4 • • 

former are not. Third,' exposure to Junior ROTC programs in high schotjl 
appears to^ bear a positive relationship t^ college RQ?C applicant poten^ 
tlal for the Schoftrship programs, among both male and female college 
irishmen samples. Among the high school seniors, the -positive relar 
tlonship.was noted » for females, but not for males. 
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CCTOOp^TES OF THE' PROFBISmf FOB APPLyUJG FOB THE 
ROTC SCHOLARSHIP PROOPAIB 
* Base: College F^shipen In ROtc Sohools 
MALE 



Total Saaiple. , * ) 

/ 

Expected Level of ' Eduogyion 



liege Dejj^e 
d College 



Angy 
1.1 



.9 
1.3 



.orking» for a b^ettpr society 
Ifelng chaUengihg work • • * 
ing a lot of money ' 
aming as nmc|i as 1 cian 
Iplng-other people 

Ifevlug a secure, steady job 

\ • ' 

Belng^able to do what I w|nt to 
'*ln a Job 

Raising my own social level ^ 

ogn i t ion / Stat us 

* ^ Adveijture/Ejttiteiftent 

Presence of Jr. ROTC i* » 

Pi'ogr ai n at Respondeift ' s 
High ^bool 

^ Yes, . 
No » ' , 
Don't taow 



?.8 



1.5 
.9 



^ 1.2 
1.2 



1.6 
3.8 



1.3 

3.1 

6.1, 
.9 

3.3 
.8 



9.-$ 



T.2 
1.9 
.16.8 



USAF 
1.9 



' «.8 

•1.6 



3.1 
7.7 
1.2 
1.9 

2,7 



2.U 



2,5 
2.U 



.2.2 



l;8 
2.8 



3.T 

1.6 

U3 
1.0 
• 7.2 



H U.2 



3.5 



table II - 3 



Table II-4 presents data on the relationship of career. goals to 
applicant potential for ROTC Subsistence programs for college freshmen 
in ROTC schools . There is a positive relatidnsh:|p between applicant 
potential and eventual post-graduate educational expectations, as - 
noted previously for the Scholarship program. Also noted is a higher 
applicant potential for l^avy and Air Force Subsistence programs among 
male college freshmen whose most important life goal is either 'Wking 
a lot- of money," or "doing challenging, work/' Finally ^xposure -td ' 
Junior ROTC programs is related positively to applicant potential for 
Subsistence programs, among male college freshmen. HHs result is 
consistent with bindings for Scholarship programs (€ee Jable II-3) . 



CORRELATES OP THE PBOPHJSm FOR APPLYBiG FOR THE 
t ROTC SUBSISIHICE PROGRAMS 
Base; College Freshmen In ROTC Schools ^ 
MALE ' 



Total SaaoXe 

Expected Level of ErfucaHon 

♦ College Degree ' 
Beyond College 

Life Goals 

Working for a better soclAy 

challenging. work 

Making a lot' of money ^ 

Learning as much ^^p^ 

Helping othe/ people 

Having a secure, steady Job 



> Being able to do what I vant » 

in a job 

Raising xpy own social level 
Recognit ion /status 

> Adventure/Excitemenj^ 

tteaee fit Jr. ROTC 

at Respondent ' s 



Hltf> aebool 



Tea 

Ro 

iton't taov. 



1.3 

l.k 



1.3 
1.5 




2.1 

1.1 



3.5 



1*.3 
It. 5 

6.1 
1.0 

,1.1 



9.5- 



5.8 
1.6 

l£.,8 



USAF 



1.3 
2.2 



1.3 
''.5 
fc.fc 

14 

1.9 
1.1 



1.2 
1.9 



1.1 

2.0 



2.3 
1.6 

2.9 
1*0 
7.2 



1.9 



Table II 



In summary^ these ^analyses suggest that .a goal /of post-graduate 
«Mlucatlot may be a motivational factor relevant to the potential for 
applying for ROTC programs. In particular, the relationship is noteworthy 
for Navj^ ^OTC programs. Further these data .suggest that certain life 
gpa^s are associated with applicant potential, for ROTC programs. Among 
Uigh school males, relevant goals were secure employment, challengfng work, 
adventure/ excitement, and elevating one*s own social level*. Among mal^ 
: college freshmen, relevant goals were challenging wojjk, adventure/ excite- 
Inent, and maklnl lots of money. 

The presence of 'a Junio'r ROtC pr^^am in the respoiident? s high school 
held a complex relationship to applicant potential for ycfollege ROTC pro- / 
g;rams. For college and high school women, the presence of a Jufiior ROTC. 
program was related to applicant potential in a positive direction. How- 

ever, for high school males, the relationship was negative;* f or^ male 

• • • ' 

college ftdshmen, the relationship was ppsitive. 

REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION ■ • • - • / 

Each respondent was presented two lists ^f reasons' for applying for " 
I mllitai!^ officer training. One list included generalNceasons for military 
affiliation as employed in other youth officer surveys.** The other list 
consisted ol^ specific reasons generally unique to ROTC or the other off«- 
campdk ^t^^rams, and was developed for use in this purvey. Results arppear 
below for eajch type of reason. * • . •* • 
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^*ThiB finding was i^nticlpated and may i^ll prove to be an artifact oi 
this particular sample of high school students, ^plication^ of the survey 
one year hence om another independent sampXe oi^'cojlege-bound mal? seniors 
high school wall provide a test *of this finding. ^ 



**Se8 Fishejr, A.H., Motivatipna and Attitudes of Office^ Candidates: An. 
Initial Report of Findings jy^om the Officer Pre-Corm ^Survey; HuHlRO Con- 
8ultin8fRep<S^CR-D2-72-7, March 1972. 

' ' ' ' ' 57 . ) ' ' 



r 
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General R< 



M Bach respondent was asked to review the following general reasons 

for applying Tor military*.of fleer trainj.ng, and. to IndTicate whether 
each reason^ would influence his/her decision to apply. 
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GEHERAL ' REASONS FOR APPL^G FOR OFFKER ^^AINIMG 



1. Military career bpportunitiea 

- • r , ¥ S * 

f ^ • - * ^ 

2. Travel, adventure, and new experiences 
*3. Serve my country ' " , 
.4. pppoKjtupity Ipr furtter academic educai; ion 

QOallfy /or G.I. Bill benefits * 
S. Pay and^ allowances 

7; Benefits such as .medicaj cajre, BX/PX, etc. 
SyAvoid -being drafted ^ * \ ^ 

9.* Become more matiutel t ^ 

10. Ste^tus and prestige of hei^ an officer * 

11. bifficulty In finding a suitable? civHian job 

12. FalfiiWngTiiy*1nilitary obligation at a time of my choice 

13. Opportuniy fpr special pro^essional/t ethnical training 



Analyses were performed to determine the extentl|pf appli'parit potJential 
among persons who cited each reason as exerting ao$^ influence on his/ 
her decision. In this section, results will sumau4j||^ to indicate 
thfe reason^ most frequently endorsed by potential >pplicants.^ 

Table Il-S^presents data on ROa:c Sviholarshlp potential among ^ 
college-bound high school students. Noteworthy is the uhiform, rela-. 
tively hfLgh.rate pi endorsement .of each of; the reasons by potenti^al 
, applicants. However, among males, the reason "status aSd prestige of 



being an officer'! was cited more frequently than the other reasons, 
by potential applicants to each program. Also cited by potential male 
applicants to the A?r For ca Scholarship program were the reasons of 
•"ailltary career opportuni1>iJb" and to 'T>ecome more mature." ^ 

Among fraalea,' the timing associated with fulfilling one's mili- 
tary obligation war particularly cited for potential applicants to the / 
Navy Scholarship iprog^j 
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(SaiSlALDBASGNS RELATED TO THE. FR0PBfSIT7 TOR APPLnHG FOR TEE 
' . RC3TC *"SCH0LAR6Hli> ^ PROGRAJC/^ / 
Base ' College-Bound High Sfchool* Students • 



•I 



Generajjfkeasons 
Mjj^^ry career op 



unities* 



Travll, adventure, arfd new • , 
experiences 

• \>^^Tve my country 

' Opportunity ^rHfurther academic 
education • 

Qualify for G.I. Bill ^b^nef its ' 
o - ■* , 

Pay .«nd. allowances 

Benefits such as ^medic^al cai^e, 
< Wpx, etc. ' . V * ' 

. Avoid teiitg drafted 

Befcome nR)re' mature* .« ' 

JJatus.and prestige of, being an 
officer ' * * • 



» 


MALE 




Arty 


ITavy * '.'^ 




• * 










• iPl 


I3i^9. 


20.2 . 










' 12.9 ' . ' ' 


21-. U • 


22.. 1 








^4^.1 


21.0 


oil o 


r 


20.9 


\ 23.1 


13.6 ^ 


■2L.9' 


-23.8 








13.7- ■ : , ■ 


19.5 * , 


18.6 



1^.2 



18.1^ 



l^\l 



Difficutly in finding a suitable 
'%civilian Job #' • ^ 

Fulfilling' ray^ military^ obligation , 13 . 3*.^ 
at a time of my choice ' ^ 



■ r 
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(%l)rtunity tor Special pro-^ ^ ?.^-0. 
. ^ fe&sipnal/technlcal trajjiirig . 



20. U - . * 
26.3, 

22.2 

•a 

22. l'. •*' 
Table II -5 



.27.6- • 

20,5 
.8 



23.2 





• 










Arrov 


Haw 


USftF 


'iU.9 


^ 23.8 


>20.8 


12.0 


*, 19.0^ 


. 18.1 ' 




■:s . 


* 


'12..6-. • 




'19.9 


13.0 . 


13.9^ ^ 


•18.9. , 








'll.8 -• • 


.22.7 

. ^ 


. 18,2 . 


' ia.7- 


:r22.i 




.12.;+;, 

17. ^.^ 


. • 22.1, • 
•■19.7'' . 


• ■ 18.^1. - 

^ • « 

■.,1T.7-- 


,iV.3* 


'21.8 

' h • « 


: .20.9 








• .i5.'6 • 

1 


, 23X) - 


23.8 . 
\ ■ * . 


12.9 

*{ 


21.3 „ 




15^7 ' 


, .*?8.6 . 


18.2 




22.5 ' 


19'.! . 
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' Table II-6 presents data on ROTC Subsistence potential ' among 
^college**bound high school students* .Among males > the rea^o^ ^^atU3 . 
and prestige of being an officer** was found to be rela'ted to ^applicant 
potential for Subsistence programs sponsored by each Servl<|e, This 
f Indixxl; (&onslBtent with, previous results for Scholarship applicant 
pot^tlal* Also consistent with previous- findings is the relationship 
between applicant potential foy ^USAF Subsistence programs and endorse- 
ment o£ thtf reasons to, *"bec6me* more mature** and **mllit^ry career dppor- 
tunities^** ' < ' 



Y :■ ■ 



J 



m 



4 



OaJERAL RBASOHS REIATEd' TO THE FRO^Sm POR^APH^YING FOR 
ROrC SUBSlrflBHCSy procrams 
BciBe:''ie5l3Lege-Bquna High School Stuaents 
. MALE 



General 'Reasons • . ^ 
Military Cecreej: opportunities 

Trfetvel, adventure, ^ftd nefvr, 
experiences 

^rve.my country 



ERLC 



^ 19.2 
• 19.3 



Opxtortunitj^.for rfilrther acaderaia- l8. 5 
edacetlQn , y 

Q^ualilV for G. I. 

Pay and allowances . 



.tetieflts 



l6>6 
17.9 
17.3 



Benefits such as rftedicdl care, 
BX/FX., etc. ' ' • : 

Avoid being drafted 

. *■ « 

Become more mature / * .19.3 

ayh»tu8 and prestige of beln^ * 2U.3, 
" an officer- • 

Difficulty in finding a'sultable^ 17*5 
•civilian jot. 

• J . * * 

Fulfilling ray milllJfcry obligation 

at a time o$ ray dholce ^ - 19.8^ 

OpportunlJti^for special ""^'^^ 17.1 
^'fesslOTal/technlcal training — • 



Navy 

. . \* 

1^.8 ' - 

17. r- 
; i8.u" p 

■. 17.5 
. 17.9 
19.6 

l8.5 

#3.r' 

A6.5' 

19.4- 
19^7 



. ^ABLE II-6. 



USAP 

■ 20j«L 
17'. 3 

18.8 

19.3 
20.2 



✓ 1 




"19. k 



» # 



19.1'.'/: 





EBMALE • . 




/ Amy' . 




•USAF * 






• » 


22.'6 • 


20.3 






, 16.8 


10.1 


■ 19.8 


. 1U.8 , 


11.? ' 


• .19.8 


17.9 ' 


10.9- 


20.2 ; 


19.2 • 




20. u 


' 18. U . 


10.1 


*' 19.1 


■ :-,i9.2 


.10.7 • 


• 22.1 


13 .'2^ 


n 0 








20/5 • . " 


'18^2 / 




21.-9 


• 17.7 . 


11^.9 


•19.5 • 


iD.y 

* 


XV/ • ^ 

f 


25.5 


' e 

21. U 




t 19.3 


19.6 ' 








•■• 'I 




• • 


- ,.86*^ 



It is interesting to compare the reasons for military aff ilii^ion^ 
eQ4or§ed by ^olLege-^joun^ high schc&l seniors with ^ the %«a80n8 eijidorsed 
by college freshmen i^n ROTC colieg^s^^.ap4 universities;- "^Table Il|-7 . 
predisnts data on ROTC Scholarship pibtential among co^JJLegp freshmen. 
Noteworthy is, the endors«nent gf the reasoi\ "status and prestige of 

) being an officer" amongj^KJth male and female freshmen predisposed to 
ROTC. Endorsement of this reason^ wal^ also given by college freshmen 

^ In the cdlitext of .applicant^otential for ROTC Subsistence programsy 
as 'showntin Table II-8. ^This reas6n, ax4 the reaaan "to become more 
mature" were more frequently cited b^ male ^^^^legfe students predisposed^ 

^ to both ROTC^holarship avd Subsistence programa^-jas not^d in Tables 
JI-7 and II-8. ' , ■ , • - , ' 



GENERAL REA^S BELA3SD.T0 THB- V^OPBStSTTt ittR AHLYHfG TOR THE 

BO!tC- SCHCttiARSHIP PROGRAMS' . 
Base: "^College Preshmer> in T^OTC Schools 



FEMALE 



<teneral Reasons 



Army ; 
f 



Navy , ^ USAFr 



Killtary career obport unities 


1.7 


'^5:1' ■ , 


2.5 


Travel^ adventure, end new- 
^' esrperiences u 


.1.5- 


•* 


3.2 


Serve ny country 


X.8' 




3.5 


Qp^rtiinity for farther academic. 


1.6 . 


• 2.9 


2.6 



education 



^.ualifiy for G. I. Elll/oenefite 
-Pay and fellmrances • 
Benefits such as Tne(3j^al caije. 



EX.PX^ etc. 



Av6id ceing' drafted 
Becor.o no re rature 



Sta^Xib and prestige /of Leing' 
an off ice J: '\ 



1.6 



l-j' 
2.2 

t. . 
2.9 



3.3 
2 



'2.5 
3..iv 



Ampr • 

2. if 
2.7 / 

2.7 ■ 

2.6 \ 

2.7 - 



6A 



Difficulty in finding a suitatle 1.1' 
' ■ ci^ian jof 

- • /, --^ ' 

Fulfilling ray mi^Litary caligation i.S 

at ft time oi" ray choice ' ' * * 

Opportunity .for special ' ' J; 5 

SS professional/technical tre^lnin^, 

ERIC 



?..9' 
•3*7 



HaVy 

2;i> 
L.6 

2.1 

1.2 < 
1.1 . 



USAF 
' 3.7 

3.e 

3.6 ; 
1^.1 , 

3.1 





.2.9 


. • 1.6 ' 


' 3.5- 


• a. 7 


2.2 




'3.5 . 


^ ; 1^6 


3.J- 


1-.8 


6.7' 






1.8 , 


L * 


3 '.2. , 

. .• •. . ♦» 


'. ^ • 3.1 . 

1 


. 1.8 

/ 




3.9 




^ ■ • 1,2 


'• 3.3 












' . 2.£ 


• 1.7 


3.5' 
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GENERAL REASONS 



TO THE mifFESSTSn FOR APPLYING FOR THg 
ROTC SOBSISTHICE IROGRAI^ 



BaBe4 • college Freshmen in ROTC Schools 
MALE ^ ^ ■ - 



General Reasons 

Military career opportunities 

Travel, adventure, and t.ew 
experiences « ' 

Serve *!ny co^jntry 

• Opportunity fop- further academic' 
education ^ 

Qualify for G. I* Bill benefits 

Pay and allowanpe€ ^ 

' Benefit's suej:i as, medical care, 
BX''PX, etc. . ^ 

Avoid being drafted 

Becorae inore mature ' 



Army 
2.1 

i.a 
1.9 

Q.O 
1.8 

. 2.h 

t 




' oft Opiportuhity for specif „. ' 3.1 
'"v" • professional/technical training 



Navy 

3.0 ■ 
3.9 

k.k 

h.2 / 
. 3.2 ■- 

5.8. V 
3.0 

3.5. 

TABLE K-;8 



/ 



USAF 



2.6 



2.3 

*a.5 

2/3 
2.0 

• 2.5 

3.9 

U.O 

" 1.0 

2.1 
2.2 



Army 



2.U 



a.o 

\ 
\ 



2.5. 

2.2. 
1.9 
2.3 



■2.2 
■ 1.0 

• 2.2 
1.8 

• 2.0 




1.6 ' 
1.2 

1.6 
1.1 

1.0 . 

l.h' 

' 1.6 

i!o 

1.1- 
1.1 



USAF 
1.8 

1.9 

1.7 
1.1. 

1.3 
1.6 

2.-9; 



' i.k 
. 91 " 



^ ^eclf Ic Reasons^ 

Each respondent was asked to review the following specific reasons 
^or applytngJfor college military officer training. This asses^sment^ . 
fblibved ti4%valuation of %ach program in detail, as discussed in - 



Chapter* I. Each respondent was^ jsked to state how strongly each 



J 



son woul'd^^ influence hiis/her^decision to apply. 

'SFECIFIC REASONS FOR APPLYINjGif ORy)FrtCER TRAINING 



l; , Which particular Service I am trained, for (Army, Navy, Air 
' Force, Marine Corps) - ' ; 

2. Whether I ifecome'^n aviation officer (get, to fly) or not . ' 
\ * « 

J. "Whetha^Liiecome a *'ground" officer (do Ifet get to fly)' or not 

Lk\ How nwch notiey I *^et each liionth I'm in college (subsistence^ 
allowance , ' ' 

5>. If I get expense money for £^11 A years of. college 

6i if, 1* get expense money just for the last 2 years of college 

7 . If I have to go to summer * camp 

fr, H my 'college tuition . is , paid (Scholarship program) 
• . . • * .' • ' , ' * 

9. If I get to. go to the college of my choice 

XO. If I get paid to go to college, regardless of my , father's * 
income '^V 

Al. have to go 'Into t^he ml^itarj^ serviHi* 



\ 



LilnecjS^s in dollegc 



\X. If , I. have to take bourses in mllitAfc^ s 

13. If I Ka^ to drill (march)* on campuf , 

14. ^How many years*! have to serve ^ ii'^th^ military after I^aduate 

from follege ^ •* ' ' * * ' 

15. Bow many years I have t^^s^rye in the Reseryefi aft^^r I complete 
active duty, ' * . * ' 



66 



52 



J 

i 



A > Analyses were performed to determine the extent of, applicant , 

potential among <.persons who endorsed each reason;- as "exerting- any 

* ln*luence on their" decision to apply for officer training. • ^. r 

' Among male cGllege-bound high school sei^iors, higher applicant; ^ 
potential for both ROTC Scholarship programs and ROTC Subsistetice pro- 
-ams* wq^ noted among yolith endorsing the following specific reasons; 
(1) "Wiic^particular Ser^^ice I am trained for;" (2) "Whether I become 
an aviatdafi officer ox not" (particu;Laj:ly related to potential fpr Air 
ForcJ '^feOgrams) ; ^nd (3) ^Whether I become a "grouSd" officer or not." 

TaHeS'il-9 and II-UO present data for RQTC Scholarship .programs and/ 

i ^ 
.RQTC Subsistence programs, respectively.; • 

J ■ I. ■ ■ ■ 



MALE . • _ N^FBMALg 



r 



> 



millWy after I graduate from college 



ERIO 



^ RDTC SqpOLARSHIP FROOAMS 

^ Base: College^p^Bound High School Seniors* 

/ 1^ ^ Navy ^ USS Army* # Navy USAP 



%^ Specific Conslderatlong \ ' ' v * . , 

i Which py^lcular Service I am trained for l6.3 23.1 2T.^ 17.2 2U,U * . 22.8 

(Arny, Na^, Air Force, Marine Corps). * •♦Hi'- * 

Whether, i hecoiner an aviation officer (get * 15-9 < 23.3 30.1 ' '15.^ ' 22.6 '20.^8 

* • to fly) or not , • . ' 

Whether I become a "ground" officer (do l6.H 22.0 ^ 25.8 , ' 17.^ '2U.3 21.7 

not get to fly) or not - " 

How much noney I get each month I'm in^ lU.2 19.:3 # 23.6"- ' - 13.T 12%2 I8.8 

college (subsistence etLlowance) - ' *^ » - , '* . ' > 

' If I get expense money for all J* years lU.O 19.3 22.1 ft8 • 23»9 ^ I8.8 

of college . ^ ^ ' ' " ; ^ 

• , * / ^ ' - ^ 

If I get expense money just fbr the last 2 t IU.7 ' 23|r5. , *2i?.7 ' X3.6 # 22.7 I8.6 

years of college / j , • . * / , • ? ' 

If lhave to go ''to summer camp :i2.4 30.,7 '^22.1 - lU^5 21^ l8.2 

If my college tuitljpn Is paid. lU.O ''20.5 23. 0 ' . 12,9 , 21*7 l8.7- 

( Scholarship Program) . - t ^ • 

If I get to go to the college of choice . l^^.l ^^.3 22.2' ;3.0 ^ 22.2 ^ , 18;8 

If 1 get paid, to go to college, regardless "1^.2 21*2 22.^ * lU.U 23.0* ' ^ 19.0 

^ of my father's Income ^ ^ ' ' , " v . - • 

If I hav^tQ go into the military service- 11-9., 17.2"" ,2i.5, * 15-3 2U.7 , 19.9 

If I have to take courses In military" 13.3 20. U . . 22.1 l!<'V9 ' 2U.2 , 20. l' 

subjects in college ^ .* ^ - , ^ 

If I have to drill (march) on caii>u^ 13.2 ^ 19.0' 20.^ 13. 0 . '20.3 17-9 

Hov osny years I ^ve to serve in, the * *13.2 l8.^1 21.^ 1U.8 ! 2^.1 2019 



How many'years I havte to serve in ^ 13.5 19.I 22*.& ^' j "ik.^- . 23.8 19i6 

Reserves after I complete ActfVe D^y • « ' ' 

, • Table n - 9 ' 
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SPECIFIC REASONS 'RELATED t6 THE PROPENSITY FOR APPLYING FOR THE 
ROTC SUBSISTENCE PROGRAMS 
Base: College-Bound High' School Seniors 









4 

MALE ' 






FEMftLE . 








Specific Considerations 


^ Army 


Navy 


USAF * 


^ Army 


Navy • 


USAF 






Which part'icular' Service 1 am trained^ for 
(Aray, N^avj^ir Force, Marine. Corps) 


21,2 . 


20.1 


22, 1^ 


1T.2 
♦ 


24, If 


22.6 
1 




i 


» ^ * 

Whether J become an aviation officer (get to 
fly) or not 


^.1 V 


20.5 


23.3 


15. 


'^22,6 


20.8 


• 


• 


.Whether I become a "ground "officer (do not get 
. to fly) or not * 


21,0 


19.5 


21,3 


, U.h' 


42i*.3 


21.7 




• 


How much money I get each ^ month I*m in college 
(subsistence allowance) 


• 17.7 


16.6 ' 


19.2 


^ 13.7 


21,8 


18.8 


• 


> 


If* I get expense money for all h years ^of , 
college 

0 


17.3 * 
• 

* to 


17.3 / 


19.0' 


12.8 


22,9 ' 


18.8 






If I get expense money just for the last 2 years 
of college • ' ' * • 


17.0 ^ 


l8,3 \. 


20. U 


13.6 


22,7 


18.6 


• 




If I have to go to summer camp 




17 S 




111 k 








t « 


If my college tuition is paid (Scho3.arship 
R:*ogram) • 1/ 


17.9 


17.6 


'18,9 


12.9 . 


21,7 


18,7 




t 


If I get to go fo the (jollege of my choice 


18, U 


17.0 


18 > 


^2 0 


4' 

C.C , c. 


J.0 , 0* 




4 

\ 


If I get paid to go to college, regardless of 

mv fktfeer**? Innnmp 


18,8 


18.3 


18.9 


■ Ih.k 


22.9 


19.0 






If I have to go into the n^ilitajry service ' 


n.h 


16.8 * 




15.3 


2if.7 


19.8 






' If I have to* take ctturses in milita^ subjects 
in college 


16.5 


17.8 


18.5 


lU.9 


. 2lf,2 


20.1 






If I have to drill (march) on campus 

/ 


l6.3 


' 16.2 


15.2 


13. 0 


20,3 


17.9 






Hov many y^ars I haye to serve In the military 
* after I^jraduate 'from college ^ 


U.9 


16.3 *■ 


16.8 


^ lU.8 
( 


2lf^.l 


20.9 




• • 

ERLC 


Hov many y^axs I have to serve in the Researves 
, after I eoBpLtte Active Duty ^ ' 

• • 


^ l8,0 

^able II 
1 

0 


- 10 




\ 

iff 

* 

• 


23.0 

« 

• 


19.0 


• 



Among female college-bound high, school atudents, endorsement of the 
.-Specific reasons of Service arid ground or air duty was'also fOuijcT to be 

related to applicant potential for ROTC programs. However, the Semale 
« college-bound high school seniors also cij:ed pther specific reasons, a,s 

relating to applicant' potential. Included were the following: (i) 



many years I have to , serve in the military after- 1* graduate from 
college; (2) If I have to take coyrses in military subjects in college: 
and («3) ",If I have to go into the military service!*' Results a|>pear in 
Tables II-9 'and 11-10. . 

Inspecti9n of data from college freshmen in ROTC schools revealed 
sim il arities with the high school data between the endorsement of 
specific reasons and a^pjplicant potential for ROTC p'^ogram/. Amotig male 

college freshmen, applicant potential ^was slightly mor^ pbsitlvely 

/' 

related to branch of Service , and to ground or air cHity, than it was 
to the c5ther reasons., '^wever^ the differences quite. Minimal. 
Results appear in .Tables 11-11 ajid. 11-12. 



SFKlllC RfeASONS RSUT8D TO THE FROISKSm FOR APPLYING 



ROTO 80H0LAR8HZP FR0QRAM8 
Base: College Freehinen in RO^ Schools 



Bpec Iflc Considerations ^ . ' / 

' Which particular Service I am tralnf^^ Jrcr / 
(Army, Navy, Air ^orce. Marine Corpa) 



If I get expense money for all U y^^s o^ 
college 




lA 



If I .have to go, Into the military service 



ERIC 



Amy 
1.6 



3^ 



Whether I become an aviation officer (get to, ^ ' 1.0 
fly) or not 

Whether I become a "ground" officer (do not get 1.0 
to fly) 9r not 

How much money I get each month I/m In college 1.2 
(subsistence allowance) 



1.1 



get expense money Just for the last 2 years 1,2 
o\ college 

If I have to go to summed camp , 1.^' 

If ay college -tuition Is pald (Scholarship 1.3 
Program) 

/ If I get to go to th^ college of my choice 1.3 

/ . ' . ■ ' 

^ If I get paid to go to college, regardless of 1.1 
' my father's Income . 



1.2 



If I have to take courses In military subjects \ 1.0' 
in college , ' ' . • 

If I have to drill (march) on campus . 1.0 

( * . ' 

How many Vears I have to serve in the military 1.1 
after I graduate fjom college * 

/ Hqw many. years I have -Co serve In the Reserves 1.1 
after I complete Active Duty 



Navy USAT 



U.o 

3.0 
3.3 



2.1 
3.5 
3.5 
2.5 

2.2 




3.1 

2.7 
3.0 

2.7 



\ 



o 1 

3*1 


2.3- 


2.0 


l.J 


■/ 

r \i It 


\. 


1.7 ' 


2.9 
y 


. 2.(4 


3.6 


3.6 


2.5 ■ 


2.8 


1.7 


. U.O. 


,3.U 


■ 2.7 


2.5 


1.8 


. 3-9 


2.9 


'•2.9 

r 

•l.»6' 


^ 2.9 


1.8 
l.U 


. 


2.5 


2.3 ■ 


2.8 


1.5- 


3. "8 


3.5 • 




3.6' 


l.U 


3^6 


3.0 


2 V ' 


2.^' 


1.8 


^ ■ 


2.8 - 


2.1 


2.7 


l.U 


' u:0 



Table II - 11 
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""^IFIC REASOnS BJLATBD TO TH|5 m)mi8m fOR AlfUnK rOR'OSX 



/' 



fease: College Preshmen In.ROTC School^ 

MALE ^ 



Spec If lie Considerations 



WHich particular Service I am ti^ined for 
,(Army, mry^ Air Force, Marine Corps) 

' I 

Whether \ become an aviation officer (get to 
fly) br riot * 



Whether I\ become a "ground" officer (do not 
get to flj) or not * \ *^ 

How mucli nJpney I' get each month I'm in 
college .(subsistence allowadte) 

If I get e3^^nBe money €or all U y^ars of 
college 



If I'^et expeiise qoney just fir the*last 2 
years bf college' ' * 

If I have to\go to simmer camp 

If my college*^ tuition is paid. (Scholarship 
Program ) 

*E1^<I get to gcttto the college of my choice 

If I g^t paid TO go to college,, r^ardleps of 
my father's income * ' 

• If^'I .have to go^,kn1;o the military service 



in college 
If I have to dril^i. (march) *on c^ffmpus 

How many years I nave to ''serve in the 
after I graduate flrom college ^ w 

\1 * 
How many years I Hiive to serve In. the 

after I complete Aij^tive Buty * 





Navy 


USAF • 




Amy 






* 


2.3 


k.l 


S.6. 




2.7 


> 


i 

2.0 




1.2 . 


3.5 


2.5 ■ 




2.1 


1.1 


1.5 ' 


V 


1.0 




2.8 




1.7 ^ 


• 1.0 


i'l5 

r 




1.5 V 




. l.k/ 




2.2 


• l.k 




* 


1.7 


3.0 


1.6 






; 

t 

' 1.1 






1.6 


.2.9 

i 






2.0 


1.2 




* 






1.6 ■ 




2.3 


1.0 


1.3 * . 




1.6 


' 3.0 


1.5 




•2.0' 


1.3 . 


% 

1.2 . 


• 


1.8 


3.0 


1.7 




1.7 


1-3 


1.2 




1.5 


2.5; 


1.8 




1.6 


l.k 


1.3, ' \ 












. k 




) . " 




1.1 


* 2.1 






2.3 


1.0 


l.'» 




■l.k 


• 

2.1 ' 


' • 1.3 


f 


2.2 


1.0 


.1.6 




I'.l 


' 2.8 

• * t 


l.h 




2.1 ■ 


I'.l' 


l.V 


• 


1.2 ' 


2.6 


•1.5 


• 


2.1 


,1.3 


1.3 ' 


* 


'A. 3 % 


, 2,5 






1.9 . 


1.0 


1.0 




Table 
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♦ 
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Among female college freshmen, , the differential endorseilkent of 

Service (for Army aW-*ir Torce), an^ aviation! duty (for Air' Forc^ 

Scholarship programs) \fas related tj^'applicant potential, '^'hese results 

• . ♦ ' ^ *' ^ , 

are similar to^the results for the cdllege men. However, the college 
»• « ^ 

women also cited other specific reasons wMch were slightly " related to 

applicant potentla^, 'e.g. , the need to drill on' campus as related to 

potential for applying for the Army Schdlarship ^program. However, there 

was endorsement accorded each specific reason, with less variation evident 

than^was found for female college-bound high school students. 

In sumfaaf-y, general reasons' found related to applicant potential 

for ROTC programs include the status and prestige of being gfa officer ,' 

the desire for increased maturity ! and military career opportunities . ^ 

Specific considerations related to- applicant potential include Branch. 

^ . , — — - — ■ — . 

"of Service , and the availability of ^ound duty or aviation duty . . For 
females , more complex considerations also appear relevant, such as the 
term of obligatiorl, the! need to take military courses, and the neecf to 
drill'. 



er|o , 
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■ . CQAPTER III ^ ■ . . . 

AWARENESS OF GFFICER COMPENSATION, ROTC, AND OTHER *• 
. . MlLITllRY OFFICEI^ TRAINING PROGRAMS 
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.AWARENEs/oF OFFICER COMPENSATION, RGTC, AND OTHER 
MILITAR^ OFFICER TWINING PROGRAMS, \ 

oi^ERVIEW . * 

One major assumption underlying this research was the concept that ' 
.program awareness functioned as a»logical pr-er(lquisite to the formation 
of fafVorable attitudes toward the various, catapus-rjelated military ^ficer 
training programs. For this, reason, a variety of questions were developed 
to assess the level of knowledge and awareness 'of -RofC and other ;^toiliiary 



Leer t^i 



officer training programs among contemporary American youth. Particular 
emphasis was placed on the topic of officer pay , d,ue .to the recent,' sub- 
stantial increases in military compensatior\,. Othp: questions were con- 
cerned with ' awareness oj the various programs by name, by ' sponsoring 
branch of Servic^, etc- FinaUy, a variety of mor^ detailed 'questions' * 

S ' ' ' ' 

^^o^^ ROTCkprograms were employed. This section reviews the major find- 
ings for each,. of tHese topics. ' It should be noted that ^:hese questions 

were asked before the respondent was given any in^orrnatiot^ about the 

* , • ' f /- 

various programs —hence the replies ^ndipate basic knowledge and aware- 
ness on the. part of the respondent. • ^ ^* 



AWARENESS OF* OFFICER \o>ffENSATION 

* 

Each respondent was asked a series of, questions on the ^pay that ^ 
. ' < . / 

military .officers receive. ^^Af*« firs^^eipg queried for any awareness 

of a recent p^y increase, each, respondent was asked to specify the date • 

when last '(most recent) startiijg^ pay increase for officers had ' ^ 

occurred, to si>ecify the current tota^ entry pay for an office^i; (as 

well as the current base pay for an officer), and finally, to estimate 
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whether this pay, was more, less, c^r about the same as ^.college graduate* 



•would earn in his f^irst '(civilian) job, 

^1. _ ^^ r. 



*For perspective, it is ^useful to compare the extent 'of accuracy 



. of knowledge and awareness of officer compensation .for each^ of the major* 
samples in the purvey, ranging^rom high scho^ol youth to. current program^ ' - ^ 
enrollees. TaW.e III-l summarizes these results. The enormous variance 
> ' in ^accuracy as* a function of sample membership is noteworthy, ' ' * / • / 
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- AOCURA(?^*IN KKOWLEDCffi AND AWARENESS OF miTARY- OpyiCER COMPETISATION 

Base: Each Major Youth ■Saint)Xe ' , • 



/. 
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ROTC Progtans 
' (Total)" 



Off Campus J|^' 
Programs - 




Army IJa\-y ' USAF PLC ROC AVROC 
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i+7.i^ .50.5 52 .'0 ,58.5 "50.0 , 61.0 . 
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The extent of claimed awareness of a recent pay increase was high, 

ranging from over 50% fpr high schlool ancj^'colle^ge Wles to over- 80% f'or 

current enrollees in ROTC or other off-campus 'programs. However, when 

the level of claimed awareness was validated by asking respondents for 

the date of the last ^change and the current amount of officer earnings, 
* * 

it was determined that much confusion existed.- For example, less than 

50% of ROTC eiyrollees could state the date of the ropst recent starting ^ 

pay, increase for officers. Only approximaf'ely* half of the ROTC enrollees 

kney the correct range of total officer entr}^ earnings, although from ' 

54%-63% could state the correct amount, of en^ky base^ pay > But less than 

'50% of ROTC enft)llees fudged officer pay ai^d^ college graduate (civilian) 

pay to be equivalent. ^ ' - 

Under the assumption that enrollment in. ROTC programs would |Jres4nt 

more frequent opportunities t5 learn basic facts of officer. life and to 

inculcate an awarei^ess of the remunerative aspect%f the profession, one 

might have expected a lower level of krtewledge/^areness among men 

enrolled in the Various off-campus ptograms. However, the d^ta suggested 

that men enrolled ia the off-campus programs were at least aware of 

^, ^ 

the details of military officer compensation as were the enrollees in 

>> , ' 

the various ROTC j^rograms. 

The other major finding fpom this analysis was the relatively low . 

level of*' awareness of military off^^r compensation among the target 

youth groups •of college-bound high- school seniors and college fr^shmen^ 

in ROTC colleges and universities. In general, men Were more aware of 

the details of officer pay than Women. However, there was no appreciable 

t ^ - > , 

difference betwe«i the sexes in the perceived equivalence of officer 
earnings and college graduate (civilian) pay in an initial j^ob. This ^ 
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fdndfng' may reflect a favorable attitude toward the officer profession 
as well as "kiipwledge, of compensatloja^, * ' % 



J^NESS.OP^ARIOUS TRAINING PROG^S r . '-J 

. l^t^J^i'espotident was que/ied to fetfeiftaine awareness of the ROC prt)- 
gr^, PLC program, ROTO pTtograih,^ an^^VROCprog/am. For those rrfspoA- 
dents who- cX'ainled an awar^ness^ of. any one of the programs, a probing 
question was employed to-^gtermine if the resp/ondent could identify > 

corre6«Ly 'the particular branch(es) df the military ^etyice which spon- 

/ ^' ^ ^ . ^- ' , . / . ' ■ ' 

sored the program. j ' ^ ^ ^ ■ " ' 

^ For* perspective, it is interesting 'to compart the percentage of 

claimed awareness for each ^rogratnr, alnon^ representatives of eachiof 

the major samples* in the survey^ T^le Ill-^^presents the finSings*^^ 

Noteworthy is the extremely high' level ^)f awareness^? 'ROTC in each * 

sample (ov^t 95%), and the low i^v^l of awareness of the various off-" . 

campus pifo^rans — particula/ly. among college-bound higVi scliool seniors 

and cpllege freshmen in RO'JQ dolleges end universities.' Also' of potential 

interest is the finding' that aj^areness of the off-cagipus programs is ; even 

low among m^n enrolled in other programs bf military officer traini^g'^ 

e.g., "men in PLC have not ^heard of ^OC, nor have men- in Army ROTC or ' 

USAF ROTC; Indeed, while nrost men enrdlled in ROC harve heard 'of AVROC, 

almost 40% of the enrbll|e's in ^AVROC*' Vfave^not heard of ^dc: ^ 

■ . - \ . ■ / ^- 



V* 



79, 



uo.V '-, . '{■ 



AWARENESS OF SELECTED MTLirAEY OFFICER TRAINING PROGRAMS 
Base': Each Major Youth Sample 
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The previous awareness data must be interpteted with caution, fn 
that evfen the lo<j levels •of awareness of the off-canmus programs hdye ieen 
infj^ated spuriously due to ill^it:^tte claimed awareness., To!ryaiidate''t:he 



f 

les^. 



accuracy ^of claimed program awarenes^, "it is necessary, to review the .extent 
tcr which ^resiJojjdehts 'could* identify col:tect;^ly the/bfanch of service 
sponsoring each. program. ' Table III-3 presen^s^ .th? findings. The resoilts' * 
indicate that the majority of the' target , group of eolljege-bound high 



school seniors 'whor^ri^lm awareii^s, of* ROTC^ at'tribpte (Jie program to tlie 

Army, whi-lfe at-tribution* to the^a^^y Air* Fdl-ce Is inuch low^. ♦With. 

; ' • ^ . ; ■ ' ' - - ^ . ^ . - 

the exceptioh*of PLC which ds c6rrectly attributed\ to 6he UfiMC by iftost ,high 

school 'females (not males)* and ^'y .raost.ma*Le college' f^e^men, - c&rreot 

attributio:n of the othe^r pffycaiflpjus pili]ferara's '.(ROC and AV^OC^sl^tlve Navy' 

was nqt in evidence^'-among.^tffe target 'grotips- ot civilian youth."* .* 



A". , 



*Inae!ed, among youth who claimed to have he^rd of the ROC and AVROC 
programs, the majority attributed th6 programs to the A]ir Porce — 
instead of 'the Navy. . , ^ • * , ' • • . • 



AWAREIIESG. OF SERVICES SFONSORPfG ' SET.ECim IgLITAKY OFFICER TRAEIING PROGRAMS 
^ ^ . Ba%e*: Percent Claiming Awareness of .Eacfc Program 



^^rcent Correbt 
•**j:d ent i f ic at ion- 

, of Sponsorin/y Ser'/ice 




CO 



- \ j3AF 



High ^School SeniorlS: 
Colle^e*Boiind ' . 
llal^ -* Ferr.ale 

■ ■ 7^ 

30.1 3;l.7. 

60.6 

29.? 
21.3 



TaLle III - 3 



College 'Fre'shmeA 
Iri .ROTC Schools • 1. 
Malg • Female ^ 

N » 

28.9" 2IU 
75.9 ' ^1.9 '> 




AWARElsTBSS 0^^ 'SERVICES SPOISOEING SELECTED -MILITARr OjTICER TRAINlIJG PRCXJRAMS 
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, Among ' currfent^ program enrollseS, the overwhelming majority of men 
in each program correctly identified the Service which sponsored their 
program^. But . theJT was evidenc e of conf usiion regarding the sponsor— 
ship^ of other programs. F(Dr example, only 50% of Atmy' ROTC enrollee's > 
knew that the Navy sponsored ROC (and only 35% knew that th^ Navy 
sponsored AVROC;j. Less than half of the PLC enrollees knew that the • . • 
Navy sponsored ROC and AV^OC. ' * ' / 

It seems reasonable t^ conclude that awareness of the various off- 
campus 'programs among* the target segments of the civilian youtl^ popu^a- 
tion is low, and further that current program enrollees woul^ be unlikely 
to dispel this- ignorance held by their younger peers — with the possible 
exception of discussing their own program. ' 

AWARENJESS OF THE ROTC PROGRAM^ . . • 

Awareness of details regarding the ROTC program was assessed by 
querying each respondent on the following topics: (a) the particula^ ' 
types of -college costs which were paid for -by ROTC,^(b) knowledge of' - 
the existence of both Scholarship and Non-scholarship programs, (c) 
awareness' thai the scholarship and subsistence benefits differ, (d) 
awareness of the recent increase in subsistence allowance, i,e., an 
increase within six to eight months of ' the *interS?iew, and (e) awareness 

'of the amount of the current monthLy subsistence allowahce C$i'00). 

. , For perspective, it is useful to compare the extent of knowledge 

*achd awareness of ROTC programs for each of the major samples in the 
survey, ranging from college-bound high school seniors to. enrollees in 
current ROTC programs. Table III-4 presents the regults* The data 
indicate high awareness of ROTC among ROTC enrollees, lower levels of 



ACCURATE KlI,a7LEDGE AMD AWARENESS • 6f SELECTED 'ASFECTS OF, THE R^TC PROGRAMS 

Base: Each ^!ajor Yc<uth Sample * . 
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knowledge and awareness among both of f-campus program enrollees ahd 

. - • C ~ . . 

> non-ROTC freshmen at ROTC colleges and universities , with the lowest 

awareniess levels ampng coljege-bound high school seniors. 

' ' *• 

As a rule, awareness and knowledge of ROTC is higher among males 
than among females,^ More refined analyses revealed that among the >seg-* 
';m3n( o^ college-boiiad high school seniors, 6.ver 50% tjioughj: that scholar-' 
ship gj),d subsistence benefijis wer^equivalent*.' . The. rate was approxi- 
mately 25% ^among college freshmen at Rol^ schools. Among high school 
Seniors and college freshmen who Cad not, heard of both ROTC Scholarship 
and Subsistence programs ,x most had heard only of the S«ioiar>hip pro- 
gfam, but very few had only heard of, the Subsistence program. Among ^ 
high school seniors and college' freshman who did not know that R0TC ' 

paid college expenses plus tjaitdon, tha majority We^e aware that ROTC 

* * • 

paid for college tuition * (onl>i) • In the same sample segments, inost youth 

w^re unaware of a recent increase in the ROTC subsistence allow^ce, 
but nonetheless estim&ted the current monthly payment at either $50, • 
$100,i,or $150. ^ ' / • . ^ 

^ Among current ROTC enrollees and off-campus program enrollees, less 
than 20% felt that .scholarship and subsisterice benefits wete equivalent, 

and among ROTC enrollees only, les^s than 5%' had, heard of only the* Scholar- 
\ t * ' ^ * 

-ship program, while l%.or less UadSwily heard of the Subsistence program. 

However, approximately 20% of the.^en^ollaes in off-campus programs had! 

^ * - / 

heard"%)f only ROTC Scholarship pro'g^ams ~ nt)t RdTC JSubsistence progrmns^ 

In specifyiM whi^h college costs were paid by ROTC, between 24% and 40%' 

of ROTC enrollees and aff-camp'us program V^^^^bllees stated/that ROTC paid 

^^ollege tuition (only)-, not the correti: response that ROTC* also -paid for 

other college expenses.- i A substantial number of of f-cappus* program ^ 
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enrollees were unaware of the recent increase in the amount the ROTC* 
monthly subsistence allowance,' and estimates of the 'amount tended' to 
err on the low side, i.e., between 10% and 30%"-set the amount at $50 ' ^ 
* per month*. \ . ' 

Each respondent was also ask^d if persons enrolled in ROTC earned 
college credit fqrr ROTC coursework, * While the vast majority of current 
ROTC enrollees answered affirmatively, the results for off -campus 
enrollees suggested some ignorance. The percentages Indicating that 
\^ college credit could be earned in ROTC were as follows: AVROC, 75%; 
PLC, 68%; and ROC, 59%. ^Apprdximately. 20% of the men enrolled in these 
programs stated that one could not earn college credit, for ROTC. Among 
college freshmen in ROTC schools,, the rate of aff-irmative responses to 
this question was 71% for'both males and .females: The rate among high 
schoal sfeniors was: male, 75%; females, 68%. 

Finally, eadh respondent was asked to specil^y the ter/'of obligated 
service for graduates of ROTC Scholarship programs. Responses were 
requested separately for each Service, i.e.. irmy ROlC, Navy ROTC, and ^ 
. Air Force ROTC.^ Table II-I-S' prints the results in terms of percent 
correct replies (4 year term of obligation) for each malor. sample in 
the survey. ; • ' ^ 
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. ^ ; : ^ . • . \ 

*Interpret"ati9n-of tha extent of accuracy in .response to this question " 
is somewhat ambiguous, due to the variation between institutions in the 
. • policy of according cqil^ credit f o.r ROTC courses. , ^ 
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CORRECT lara-/LEDGE OF THE, TERl^ OF OBLIGATED SERVICE FOR ROTC SCHOLARSHIP GRADUATES 

se : Each Major Youth Sample , 
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In general, awareness that an ROTC scholajp^ip requires a, four year ' 
Gomnittinent was quite low amonj^tar'get /youth pegments, e^g. , college- 
^ bound high school se^niors ana^even^ college frestunen in ROTC school ^; ' 
Awareness was only slightly higher 'among enrollees in the off-campus 
-programs. Onl/'ROTC enrollees^ appeared aware of the obligation, and ' 
even this cafee, awareness seemed restricted to pne's own program , ^' 
e.g.., USAF ROTC men 'knew the obligation for USAF ROTC, but not for/'Army' 
ROTC. Indeed, when querieSi about the obligated service termTor the 

■ ' •» ■ 

other Services, between 13% and 31% of cuDTent ROTC 6nrollees claimed ^ 
that* they did hot know. Also many currenf^^RGTC enrollees attributed 
a shorter term of service to the Army (2 year^, or 3'years) than they 
did to 'the other Service programs. This confusion was alscj noted ^nong 
the college-bound high sthool senior segment, where 24% of males apd 
2Q% of females thqughr that an ROTC scholar^ip required .only two 
years of^ obligated service.,. Analogous rates f on non-ROTC college' 

^ 9 

freshmen were 24% for males, and 23% for "females^ ^ Although males i-n 
. the^ target you^h segments were^ generally better informed than females 

regarding the term of obligated service associated with an ROTC sctiol- 
. arship (see Table III-5) , there was a 'autstailtia^'don't know" rate 

for both s^xes,* regardless of current educational status*, or 'the parti- 

ciAar Service toward which, the questioll was directed* , * 



*For malQS, the rate varT^d from 22% to 39% who did" hot know the term 
of obli^ted service. For females, the rate varied from 32% to 45%. 
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^ SOURCES\ OF.-INFOilMATION ABOUT ROTC ^ T - ' ' • 
\ ^ Each respondent in th^ survey, wj^s asked two questions concerning 

\potential soprces of 'knowled-ge >botut RO¥C^ograms. First, "personal 

dommunications with Variolic influential pers6ns were explored (patents, 

pderSj_-s<rfiool- authorities, r^^uitjers). Secofid, exposure to Service . 
\ • ' - • * » 

aa^ertising for college ROTC w^^queti^. Results for edch topic are 
giveti in^this section.' " 

\ . ' * . < - * • • ' . 

Adv^rqising Exposure * • * • <^ , 

• \ ' - * ^/ i ^ . 

Ekch respondent was ask^d: "Have -you seen or heard any advertising 

for colldce ROTC.? If so, for which, coUege ROTC program have you seen 

or heard ^V?" 'The^respondent ' could r^^y Service, or inculcate adver- 

\ • . r ' * ' ^ f ^- ^ • 

t^sing^ eocppsWe^for all o£ the Servic^^^r report no exposurlTto adver- 

• \ ' ' , ^ ii* . 
Jflsii;>g for ^cpMBg^ ^^"^^ general findings iAdicate a high degree 

^ * \ ^ ^ ' ^' . 

of reported expd^lnre' to advertising for college ROTC programs — particu- 

larly Army kOTC. \ < ^ v 

' ' ^ ■ " : • ^ ' . . 

, Amon^ college-bound high school seniors, 22% of the males and 35% 
of .the^temales reported, no/ exposure to advertisiiig for college ROTC* 
Those youth reporting' exposure indicated that they had seen or heard - 
* advertising either 'for Army ROTC (only) or for all of the Services. 
Mention rff exposure only to Navy ROTC or Air Force ROTC was limited. 

Among college freshmen in ROTC schools, few i,nterviewee^/fej>orted 
no exposure to ROTC a^dvertising. ' Only of the males and 19% of the 
females claimed no exposure. Exposure to advertising for Army ROTC 
(only) or exposure to advertj^sipg^ for each of /iTe^Service^ were reported 
by both ^exes, more so than exp'bsure solely to Navy or Air Force ROTC 
advertising. i • 
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REPORTED EXPOSuSfe.TO ADVERTISHIG * FOR COLLEGE ROTC 
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Among current ROTC program enrolle^s, only 3%-5% reported no expo- 
sure tD ROTC advertising. 'However, even among this select group, highet 
exposure rates to Army ROTC were found than exposure to advertising for 
the other* SjBrvices. However, a ''Service-factor " was noted, in that Navy 
ROTC enrollees were more ^likely "to- report exposure solely to Navy ROTC ' 
ads, Army ROTC enrollees to Army ROTC ads, and USAF ROTC enrollees to 
Air Force ROTC ads. Hesults appear in Table Ill-y"^ ^ ^ • 

Enrollees in off-campus programs tended to report exposure to 



college ROTC advertising at approximately the same level as non-ROTC 

' ; ' i * 

college freshmen, i.fe. , 10%-14% reported no^ ejcp^sure, and Army ROTC 



(only) exposure was reported by 4O%-50^. ^ 



/ 



REPORTED EXPOSURE Jfp ADVERTISING FOR COLLEGE ROTO 
Base: Current Prograa Enrollees 



Repcrtea Ser^/ice 
Pi^cran ExDOsvre 



AiTiy :SJJ1 



ROTC Prograras 



Arny 



USAF 

Try 



Off -Campus 
Prq grams 



■PDC-' ROC 



^•9-9 
21. 



r-O.O 



AVROC 



51.1 



T r> ' 1 '.> 



25.0- 



1.7. 



9.5' 



K A! 



!Iavo not cecr oi' '.-.acircJ 



h.6 



31. 



3-. 5 



8.6 *L3t6 



26.3 
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' '■ ' . 

Persgnal Commutaications 

The extent to which various persons provided 6ach respond^ent with 

y 

information about ROTC* was explored in two different metjhods, with one 
approach employed for college-bound high school ' seniors and an alterna- 
tive approach used, for .each college sample, . • 

College-bound high School seniors were asked the following "open- 
ended" question: "Except for now, who has ever gi^n you any informa- 
tion about RbTC?" Responses to the question were content-analyzed and 
coded for tabulation. Some 32% of j,male youth apd 48% of female youth* 
reported- no personal sources of ^ROTC information." Many of the respon- 
dents cited either recruiting materials or other impersonal media. 
Counselors or teachers were cited as sources by 11% of males and 4% of 
females. 

Friends or school acquaintances were most frequently mentioned as 

/ ' ' ' ■ ■ ■ ■ 

personal sc^yrpes of information, but even this category was mentioned 
by o«ly 12%-14% of these, youth. 



/ 



132 



PERSONAL SOURCES OF HTFORI.IATION ABOUT ROTC 
Base: College BounS High School Students 



✓ ^urce of Infortnalion . ' t 

* 

Farervt Relative Friends (Uet) 
« 

J IbtV.er 

oisters 'BroV.iers . ^ . 

Other Relatives 

Frle.fc^ 'School Acruatr.tancec 



Recruitir.fT I^aterlal "^(Hct) 

^ ^ rai;:phiets !3rochures 
Ac vcr'ciGer en": .'J 

llilitar^/ Recruiter'* at .J<:hooj. 
Military Recruiter avay i'rom School 



LjALS- 
25.0 
5.6 

>' 
1 

27, U 



G.2 
7.6 



Co'^iGel ^ Teachers 
People in Cei^'v^ice 
Ikirtire^s of ROTC*^ 



Iledia (llet) 

nevspapei^/'!'ia{;az ines . 'Books 
'TV/Radio 



Draft Board 
Ojther 
llo One 
Don't ICnow/lIo Ansvrer 



11.3 
1.7 
3.6 

i 

7.5 
3.0 

.if 

2.3 
32.0 
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College students were asked a mpre structured question ebhderning^ * 



f3f 



personal communications about ROTC. , Each- memb^t of the college ^samples 
was (^slcAl : "How did you find out aboiit ROTC? Was it from youir....?*' 
At this poinjt each 'respondent wa§ re^ a common list of potential^ 
sources, including the following: Father, Mother, Brothers, Other . - ^ 
relative^,C10'Se friends. School acquaintanc'es , teachers. Counselors,* * £• 

,it. ■ - • . 



* >Iilitary H^juitei^p-t school, or Military recruiter away^from school, 
Respondents were also proBed^ to determine if they 'had heard of ROTC 



from some other 



ce. ^ 



Moat j:espondent^<at the-dbllege level'^^cj^, obtained ROTC infopaat ion 
from some personal so}jree.*' Endorsement of close friends and school 
acquaititances as sourc^^of information abdat ROTO fmu noteworthy, for 
•each college saini5le — non-ROXt freshmen, current ROTC enroilee^ ,* and ! 



enroll^s in the'PLC,\lfbc, dnd kVROC programs.- However, current' ROTC 
enrollees. also cited par^pj^al inf luence * (father ) as an information . * 
source (22^30%) , and' milita^-y recruiters (at. school-) as a sotirce (18%-* 
22%)^. Enrollees. in^Wavy ROTC and Air FDrc^s^ESfrc were somewhSiX; more 
li|^:^\/^dorse a coynselor'as an information 'gource 24%, 
respect iv.ely) tlian were Army ROTC en^lees (^%) . • fable III-9 pre- - 



sents tbe complete dafa. 

.A 
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PERSONAL SOURCES' OP -HSpORI^TION ABOOT ROTC 
Base: Itejor College Studeht Samples 



Source lOf > In format' Ion 

Father • f 

!4other . , 

Brothers ^^^^ 

. Other Belatii^s 

Cldse^riends ' \^ 

School- Acquittances- , 

Teachers ' , • 

•<36uBselors . ' ^ • 

Ailitary Reci:uiters ^ 
^(at school) 

* Military Recruiters- 
javay from sch6ol>)^ 

X Literature Rece^veid 

newspaper,^ ^Magazines • 
»ROTC ^NHOTC' ^J5± rue tors 
No One In 'fdrt ular^ 
'.Other 
\ Donf't Rernemb'er- 

Don't Know * ' ' - ' 



College Freshmen 
In' ROTO Schools 
Mle ' Female 

13.6 

r 

3.7 

1Q,1' 
^ 6.6 , 
23.0. 
28.3 ' 

f • 

,10.5 . 

21.1 . 

'9.8 
13.3 



13.1 

31'. 
'hh.l 

loir 



ROTC Program^ 
. • (Total) • 
Arriw Navjr - IJSAF 

2l|.5 



'.Off-GaBipus 



22 

•2.8 

•12,i> 
9.7 
'22.0 

» 

. iJ.'Q 



30.3 
1*.8 
''•.2- 
•6.6 
l6.9 
12.1* 
5.1 
'27.3 
gl.6 



h.2 



10.1 



li.O 



6.3. 



17.5 
12.9 
»*.3 
23.7 
17. ,7 

•9.6 

li.9 



PLC 


• ROO 


AVROC • 




' .8.6^ 


13.9 


12.9 




2.2'" 


3:0 - 


' 2.5 






10.^ 


8.1* ■ 




6.3' 


5^5 


5.1* 


• 


22.5 


28.0 


'27.7 






32.5 


.35.6 


* 


l*.6 


5.0 


5.9 




; 7.2 




9.9 • 


1 




2l^.5 
• 


29.2 ^ 


> 


'7.9. 


;i.i 


19.8 - 





1.5'. 



t-3 '-' 




'5.2 - 


2.5 

• 


3^. • 




'■6.1^ 2.0 

1 




0 










1.0 

* 


2.3. 


1.^ : 


'3.(V - 1.5 








.9' 


1.5 




% 

.1*" 




i;;9 ■ ' 


• 1.1+ ' 2^.0 - 








3.-'t- 


. ^ 3*0 






6.1^ , 


'i*.7 • 


■3.9 _ ' .9 - , •, 






li 


.7' ■ 


.3 

1.2*' 


' '..1 


.2 


.1 _ • 


.9 , 






4 
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RELEVANCE OF MOIJETARY INF<JRMATION 

In the initial on pf this chapter, data were presented (/hich 

indicated that only S.$% of males and 3.?-% of -females inj^^he target, 

group of college-bound high school seniors could estimate the correct 

amount of total monthly earnings for a beginning officer (^ee Table- 

III-l). This finding raised a key question: to what extent is accurate 

information on officer earnings related to*the expressed interest of 

these ^uth in applying for the ROTC program? Analyses were performed 

to^address this question, Es^mat^s of total^ monthly earnings for 

beginning officers were classified as being underestimates, oyerestimat^ 

accurate estimates (f601-:800 per month), or "don't. Know" responses. 

Estimates were' then arrayed fo^ only those college-bound high, school 

seniors who expressed'^a willingnes*^ to apply for each categpry of ROTC 

programs • These estimat^^r f or potential maier and female applioahtd 
""^ \ ' . p ^ ' ' 

were then compared to the ^tima^^s 4^ived ^f oj the total samples' of 

male and female s tridents. . • ^ . 

Data on potentfkL. appli9ant||; 'to ROTC -Scholarship programs appear 

in Tabl^ IH-lOi Compared 1^ .the total male a^d total female 'estimates 

^ - ^-^ ' , ' - ^» , , 

fewer potential applicants admitted t»haj: they dl;d^n6t know the, beginning' 

. ^ ' . i ^ 

eai^^ings of a miHtafry^oC^ icer . fu^theiVthe potential applicants were 

more likely to gep^ate iiccurate est^imates. However, the. potential , 

applicants also ''t,en^aityfto under&stiiyite officer earnings. This finding 

held'for both sexes,^ and for applicants to each program with the excep- 

tlon of male pgil^tial appj^cants to the ArmJi^ROTC Scholarship .|>rogram. 



RELATIONSHIP OF AFPLICANT POTENTIAL FOR SCHOBffiSf&P 
HSOGRAMS TO EaTIMATED TOTAL BEGINNING QEFIC5R EARNINGS 



Base: Potential Applicants to ROTO Scholarship Programs Among College-Bound High School Students* 



vO 

^ , vO 



- Estimate of Beginning 
Of£icer Earnings ^ 

- Under estimates 

($600 a month or less) 



Accurate estimate 
($601-$800 a month) 

Over estimates 

($801 a \ionth or more) 



MALE 



FEMALE 



Army 



Navy 



USAF 



Total 



Army- 



Navy 



USAF 



Total 



Applicants Applicants Applicants Mal^s Applicants Applicants Applicants Females 



TO 



15.1 



7.6 



56.2 



10. 3 



6.7 



— "TO 

5«.5 i^9.3 



16.1 



\ 



•U.8 



8.9 



3.6 



i 



1*6.6 



W.7 



6.9 



51.0 



36.8 



5.9 . 3.7 
• .7 



Don't Kncn^ 



31.1^ 



27.3 



25.1 



38.3 



k6.6 



h3.2 58.8 



* Includes applicants, non-applicants, and "don't know" respondents. 
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Analyses Were also performed on potential applicants to ROTC Sub- 
' • * - *• , 

sistence program:^ . Potential applicants to these programs .were again 

found to provide underestimates of tot%l earnings for beginning officers, 

Male pfQtential applicants also estimated these earnings with more accuracy 

than did the^ total sample of male-, cpHege-bound' high school seniors. -Fof 

females , only potential ^applicants to the Army Subsistence program were 

more accurate than the tot|l sample of females. Results appear in Table 

III-ll. 



IflO 
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RELATIONSHIP OF APHiICAMT POTENTlitti FOR SUBSlSirKRCE PROGRAMS TO . 

\ ^EariMATKD TOT^ BEGDINING -OFFICER EARNIMGS ' , ^ 

Base : Potential Applicants to ROTC Subsistence Programs Among College-Bound High School Students • 



t^ALE ^ , ^ FEMALE 

Awareness of Beginning Army Navy ^ USAF • Total Array Navy - USAF TJfital 

Officer Salary , AT)T3licants ATOllcants ATTPllcants 'tfeles Applicants Applicants Applicants Females 

4 . 1%) (^) W {%) (^) 



Ifrader estimates. . 
($600 a month or less) ^.8 



- Apcurate estimates 
' /oOl-$800 a month) 



Ih.k 



57.0 
9.7 



56.5 



16.1 
♦ 



8.9 



i^7.9 
10.3 



51.5 



3.h 



50.3 



3.3 



36.8 



3.7 



- Over estimates 
($801 a month or more) 



]?on'.t rjia\r 



k.G 



31.2 



7.0 



Z6.k 



6.1- 



22.? 



3.6 



38.3 



1^1.8 



i^5.l 



3-3 
43.1 



.7 



58.8 
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The&e- findings, consistent with ceartain results of Chapter II* 
appear to challenge the position that, economic motivation is central^ 
in the decision to enter the military service as an officfer. This 
finding merits additional research involving-other items of a factual 
nature about the college ROTC programs or military service in general 
to determine their potential-relevance, in the decision to apply for 
.these military of ficer- training programs. 

This .need for .research is further justified in view of \he evi- 
dence presented in Chapter V of this report that potential' careerists 
among- the current enrollee population are also mor^ likely to under- 
estimate entry earnings than are potential non-careerists. 



*In Chapter II it was not^d^that general and specific reasons other 
than pay Were more frequently cited as .influences in. applicant poten- 
tial (see page 73 for a' summary of major reasons). However*, "ftaking 
lots of money" was found to be one life goal associated with applicant 
potential (see f^age 57). 
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CHAPTER IV 
CAREER- POTENTIAL AMOUfe PROGRAM ENROLLEES 
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CAREER POTENTIAL AMONG PROGRAM ENROLLEES 

OVERVIEW ' ' • 

One majoi; objective of this survey was to estimate the size of 

. the career population among ROTC students, and among enrolleea^^ in off-* 
campii^ programs for training military officers such as the USMC PLC 
program and the Navy ROC and AVROC programs. As an introduction to 
this topic, it is useful to review some comparative data across pro- 
grams On the career intentions of current i)rogram enrollees, contrast- 

'^ing their immediate career intentions With their long-range career 
intent ionsV This comparison indicates the extent to which there is 
agreement between expectations for completing the college program ver- 
sus^making a career Cf military Service as an officer. 

Immediate career intentions were assessed by asking each enrollee 
a hypothetical question: "If you had no military obligation and were 

permitted to leave your military officer training program, would you 
<^o so?" The permi*Mlble response options read (a) "Yes, I would^leave 
the program as soon as possible," (b) "No, I ,wouJd stay in the program," 
and (c) "I don't know." In response to this question, 73,8Z of all 

, ROTC enrollees stated that they would remain lu«the program. NEquiva- 
lent or higher responses were provided by entollees in the off-tampus 
programs. However,, the. differences between programs wei^e interesting, 
and merit discussion:. - jjj^ - ^ 

Table IV-1 indicates that the highest rates of immediate career 
intentions' were reported by NavyROTC and Air Force ROTC enrollees, 
and by PLC and AVROC enrollees. 'Somewhat IdVer ^tes were generated 

•» by enrollees in the Army ROTC program and the Navy. ROC program. ' 

■ 104 
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IMMEDIATE CABEER INTENTIONS 
Base: Total Current Progrto Enrollees 



Immediate 

Career Intentions* 
*tr-z — : 

- I would stay in the 
progl*am . 

I would leave the . 
program 

- I don't know 



ROTC Programs 
(Total) 



Navy uaftj- 
77.5 81. U 
15-3 ^ 130 



70.2 
18.2 

11. T 



■ ^' 100.1^ 99.9?t -106. 156 

• • ' ' ■ / :. ' 

Given^Jj^ opportunity to. leave the program. 



Off-Cgmpus Programs 



PLC 


ROC 


AVROC 


w 






86t5 


.73.6 

« 


93.5 


8.7 


21.1 


• 6.5 








lf.8 


5.? 


0.5 



100.0^ lOQ.g^, 100.25b 
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' . Cognisant of the f ao/t thaf an as^essmeat of long-range career 

r intentions is essential in ^npower plannirtg, each current -program 

' ^nrollbe^was alfeo asked the fallowing question:* "Do*you plan to st.ay 
*• < • ' * * • ' . • ' . * 

<in the.Serv:^ at the' end of your initial obligated period of servl^ 
as a commissioned Officer?" I'he- respondent was permitted cTne of four 



r-^spokse options: •(a)^ "Yes-,' I plan to jnake the Service my career," ^ * 



(b) **Yes, I plJ 




ay- in for a while>" (c) "I am undecided," ajid 
(^"No, j;*plao tfe Ite^e wheq I ^iomplete my Wligatian." ' In rfsponse 
to this question, most enrolle^ reported indecisioar (regardless of 
the •program'' In which enrolled). The* highest rates Of'*anticipated 
militai^y cai;eer -intentions wjet^e reported *y USAF ROTP enrollees, USMC 



PLC enrollees, and Navy AVROC^nrollees. TJable IV-2 presents the 
, complete data. 
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' LOIIG^RANGE ' CAREER INTEflTIOn^ 
Base! Total Current Program Enrollees 



0* 



Long-^Range 

Career ' ^ ' 

Plans ' 

^ 

- Military Career 

- Stay in Service * 
fo'r a vhile 

- Uhdecided| 

- Leave upon completioa 
of colligation 



' Army 

w 

18.0 
1^.8 

•to. 8 

'25.1^ 



ROTC Programs 
(Total) 



Navy 
TW 

li.6 
12.9 

50.5 
21.0 



USAF 

22.9 
11^.5/ 

1^9.0 ' 
13.6 - 



* V 

Off-Cag^us Programs 
PLC ROC. AVROC 



23.6 
■ 11.6- 

1^.5 



8; 9 

.10.0 

$5.0 
26.1 



19.8, 
11.9 

52 .-9- 



100.0^ 100.0^ 100. 0?J 



100. O^t 100.0^ ^ 100.0^ 



• , 4 .. . • 

The overall findings on immediate and long-range' career intentions 
, sjjggest that the majarityj)f program enroUees will complete their college 
program, but dp not anj^icipat.e making a career of military service/ How-' • 
ever, the high ra^e of "undecided" as showK. in Table IV-2 suggests that .\ 
the potential e^cists for developing a higher rate of officer careerists.^ 
An ^^^ttional f inding on tlya^ent of '^^f t-motivation in initial program ^ 
enrollment confinilfe this position. - ^ • # 

• The extent oof draf t-mt5tivation in ^arollmen^as assesseH by asking • 
each respondent 6his question:^ "If there h^d been ^o drftf t and yoU had 
no military obligation, do 'you think you would .have enrolled in' a military 
officer training program?" Responses were classified into the three c«te- 
g^p^^feT^ :a) "trve volunteers," (b) "draft-motivated,'" and (c) '"don't 
know." ]. » ^ » ' * • ^ 

The overall finding was' that a very high level of "tr.ue-voXunteerism" 
existed, among current* program enrollees. The majority of men In each {)ro- 
gr«m claimed t hat - t hey Would have enrolled, even In the absence' of a , 
draft/mintafy obligation.. Table IV-3 presents the results, for both RqjTG- 
enrollees and men enrolled the off-campus programs.* 



*D^tailed data on the extent ol^^f t motivation among ROTC enrollees ai' 
a function of Basic and Advanced status in Scholarship and Non-schol^rshlp ' 
programs -appears in> Appendix C. For each-Service, higher rates of draft- 
motivation were found f of Non-scholarship' enrollees than for Scholarlhip 
enrollees. . Higher; rates of draf t-motivation were also found among A^anced 
enrollees than Basic enrollees. ^ 
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EXTENT OP DRAFT Vkfl^ATHOIH ^ 



fiase: Total Current; Program Enrollees 



o 



Category 
of 

Respondent 



•"Tfrue ^ Yplunteer 
- Draft -TDOtivated 
» Dqn't knov* 



I 


^OTC Programs 
; (Total) . 


Off-Campus 
# Programs 


Arny > 


Navy 


USAF 

w 


' PLC ROC AVROC 

/ W W (i) 


60.5 


70.1 




87.6 56.1- 87.1 


, 36.1 


28.2 


21.6' 


* 11.9 ^.0 12.k- 


^-^ 


1.8 • 


1.8 


*0.6 3.9 -0.5 


100.0^ 


>* 

^ 100. 15C *00.1^ 

V » • ' 

\ 


' 100, 15^ 100.0^6 100.0^ 
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It is Interest^ig^to^Dte that the lowest rates of draft motivation 
were reported by .enrollees ifl.the USMC PIC program and the Navy AVROC 
^program, while the highest rates. of draft-motivation were reported by 
m&i in the NaVy ROC program and Army ROTC program. Nonetheless, 
enrcrllees in eac|i of tfie pro^grams. reported a Very high -level of true- 
. volunteer ism, supporting the "fl^titention that increased rates of officer 
cai/eerist pbtential could, be developed by managers of each progra^i* For 
convenient' reference, Table IV-4 sinrnnarizeg^ the overall findings on 
true-volunteerism, and imnjediate and long-range career intentions. The 
data' in this table suggest that' there is , a strong, positive relation- 
' ship between initial motivation to enroll in the program (true^olunteer 
' and avb^wed intenti9n to remain in the^program (immediate jgoal) . Also 
^J^^indicated is a ISa^ or discrepancy between the -intention to remain Ah the 
Sprreutt program, and the extent of anno^pced military careerist poten- 
tial; However, as not^ previously, most «nrollees are- undecided with 
regard to making a career of military service, and this indecision could 
presumably be translated into career intentions by the S.ervice©.* 



*How^er, the desirability of increasing careerist intentions for 
these* yoUng men must be evaluated by continuing reference, to projected 
manpdi^r reauirements For input vrftsus retention, relative to manpower 
strength autnorii^ ions. ^ ^ 



/ 
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SIMIAPT DATA ON TRUE-VOLUrerEERISM, INTENTION TO REWON IN CURRERT PR0(HIAM, AND 
^ ' * LONG-I|^GE "MILITARY CAREER H^ENTIONS 

' Base; ^tal Current B^rogram Enrollees , 



Selected Indices 
of I'fotivation . 
& Career Intention 



- I^e'-Volunteerisffl 

ienro linen t not pradicated 
on draft-motivation) 

- Continued Program . • 
'Enrollment (willing to 
jetay ift> cuarrent Jtrogram) • 

, - Military Career Potential 
' . Plan a military career 
. Plah to stay in for a while 



ROTC Programs 



Canrp^ 
granre 



Off^ampi 
Profi 



Army 


Navy, 


USAF 


PLC 
TIT 


ROC 


AVROO» 


60.5 


70.1 

\ 


76.7 

A 


87.6 


56.1 

* 


87.1 , 


70.2 


If. 5 


/ 


86.5 


73.6 


93.2 


18.0 
1^.8 


- 1-5.6 ' 
12.9 


- ^' , 
22,9 • ' ' 


« 

tf 

23.6 
11.6 


8.9 
MO.O 


19.8 
4-? ■ 


33.8 


. 28,5 


37.^*. , 

• 


35.2 


•18.9 


31.7 

» • 
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Another implication of the data in. Tteble IV-4 is the fact that 

certain' current enrollees do. not plan to make a career of the military 

. ♦ 

s,ervic^, b\it do plan to remain in their current prog^rams to completion. 

In the event that requests for- enrollments exceed program limitafions 

for enrollees, it may be desirable to **screen" current enrollees to ' "t 

replace them with new applicants possessing avowee! intentions to make ^ 

a career of the military-service. Datlfindicate that many, avowed rion-^ 

) 

careeri*sts among the ROTC enrollee samples intend tfo stay, in the pro- 
gram. Approximately 50% of A^nny ROTC non-careerists plan to remain in 
the program, while the rates of remaining in the program are 54% for 
Navy ROTC non-caree'rists and 45% for Air Force ROTC non-careerists. 
Similar findings were noted among off-campus enrollees.* 



/ 



1 



'*Data indicite that of non-careerists among PLC enrollees plan to 
remain in the PLC program. The^rate for R0C/AV)[10C enrollees is 46%. 
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CAREER INTENTION DETAILS . . \ ' 

i{ . . , 

It is lAportant to distinguish between Scholarship and' Non-scholarship 
statu.8 for ROTC;enrollees in assessing their potential as career' military" 
<tfficers. In Ta)t)le IV-2, rates of careerist potential were presented by 
Service, with a Higher rate recorded for USAF ROTC enrollees (37:4%). than 
for ROTC enrollees in the Army (33.8%) or Navy (28.5%), — 

-Further analyses indicated that differences in career intentions 
occur as a functftfli of Scholarship versus Nog-scholatship status, amqng 
.both Anny.and Navy program enrollees. For ^he Army and the Navy, higher 
rates of careerist potential 'are noted for Scholarship enrollees.' Thus, 
the career: intention rates for Army Scholarship enrbllees are 40% or 
higher, while the rates for Army Non-scholarship enrollees a|"e '32%-33%^/^ 
Table IV-5 presents the detailed results,' with a f urther'^controV^n^sic/ 
Advanced status. Noteworthy is the finding that career intentions are 
cited by less than 30% pf Navy RQfTC enrollees, in each status except Basic 
Scholarship.^ Also, the lowest rates of carfeer intention^ were noted for 
Navy ROC enrollees (18. 9%) a^' Navy Advanced Non-schcJlarship (17.4%). 
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LONG^RANQB CAREER 'HFSBSFSIC^S . ^ 
Base: Detailed Categorization'' of Current' Program Birollees 



Lflfig-Range 
^Career 

'laws \ 



Leave upon 
completion of 
obligation " 

Undecided 

Stay in service 
for ^%wl;iile 



Military- Career 



Arnjy RCTC 



Scholarship * , 
Basic JVdv. 

13.6 ^ 13.2 



r 



22.6 
100. 0?^ 



•ho. 



Hon- Scholarship 
Basic 1 Ady . 



2I+.7 



31.2 



J+2.0 
15.6 




ii2.7 

16.0 

1A.2 . ^33.3- 
8.2-' 17.7" 



37.2 

0 

15.8 



Navy ROTC 



Scholarship 



1 



Basic 

17.6. 



50.5 
1.U.2 



Adv. 



51. i 
13.0 



^;a.6 y 31.8. 
" if. 6 



27'.2 



Non- Scholarship 



Basle 



30'. 0 



Adv. 

* 29.9 



J+2.3 52.9 . 

12.3 ' . 7.cf * 

27.7 . • . >lT.;it 
10. • 



100.1^ 100.0?^ 100. 0«J' 99.9?^ , lOO.O^t 100;0^ 100. 2^ 



Tatle IV -5- 
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Long-Range Scholarship • 

Career Plans ^ Basic Advance^ 



_^ • • . L||jp-RANGE CAREER fflTEia;iONS *' . . * ♦ . 

Base:* Detailed Categorization dt Ctifteitf Program Eijrollees ' 

USAF R0T 6 / ^ . ' 

Nffn-Schblarghip 




Leave upon ' 
. I completion o^ 
- obligation 



Uncfec ided 



Stay in • ; 
Service for 
* awhile 



% 
6.9, 

56 .-2 
15. Q 



11.7 



51.5 



Basic 

.% 



15.* 



.• Advanced 



45.6 




NAVY, 



■7 — ~ 



ROC 

TocStt ■ ' Total 
26.1 



AVROC 
tal 

8.4 



55.0 



•59.9 



r. 



Military 
career 



-21.9. 



100.. 0% 



\* 


- 13. & 




-i4.3^ 

1 


15.2^ 


. 16.61 




' ^.-^ 


10. 0^ 


^/'SUI.9'1 
















■ •/ 






« 


^36.8 




^ 38.5* 


^36.0 


^ ?5.1 




^35.2 


^48^9 Y ^ 


* « 


' 23.0 


• 


24.2 


^ -2^.8 


18.5, 




'25.3 

J 


8.9 

J 





} 31 .7, 



doo.'oi 100 .'Qif 
V 



100.0% 
« 



100.0% 



100.0% 



100^ 



100 ;o% 



*The- distinction between Ad-4ance^-aAi Basic stat;is for. PLC is a* convention emploj^ in this' report to 
distinguish u^eD^;lassmen'-frQn)/lowet-classBen. .This distinction ia not applied In training stat,us. 




Table**i:v-f (cofetinued) 

f ; 
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It Is noteworthy ||^t no differenc^ in career intention^ was* found for * 

r t 

Air Jorce ROTC enrollees, regardless ydf^regram status. There was also 
* no difference in career intentions 4>etween Basi^ and Advanced enrollees 
in the Marine Corps ^LC program.* 

. _ t ■ 

PROGRAM CONTDJU ATION DETAILS . r 
' * 

Further analyses were also performed to determlfie if there were dif-' 
ferences in progran^ continuation intention^ as ^function of Scholarship 



or Non-scholarship status. Earlier , in the 'chapter, Table IV-1 reported 
immediate career in1?entions for prograi^ontinuation, based on responses, 
from all the enrollVes* in the Army,*NaAj^, and ^ir Force ROTC programs. 
^ . It was found that Army enrollees (70.2%) had a*lower rate^of esepeQtatlons 
^ for program continuation than did enrollees in programs Sponsored by the 
Navy (77.5%). or the Air Force (81.4%).-- These analyses were performed on 
both Basic and Advanced enrollees. * It was desirable to investigate the 
/ , * program cont^at^/SiTNintentiona of only Basic eprollees ^ for whom a sub- 
^ stantial period-of time remaiaed for* committment to the pfogrdia.. In these 
^ -detailed analyses, the distinction between Scholarship* and Non-scholarship 

4 4 . ' ^ 

was also made. . r ^ W 

Ifetailed analf&es indicated that differences in program continuation 
intentions occur as a functj.bn of Scholarship versus Non-scholarship status. 
Further, the .analyses > revealed that ' the 'enrollees in Scho^rsl\ip programs 
^reported uniformly higher xates of program continuation intentions for 
, each Sqirvice than did* Non-scholarship enrollees. ' t)e'tails of the results 
appear in, Table IV-j6.- . * ^ . ^ • - ' . • • 
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*No analysis of career^ intentions, for' Basic yirsus Advanced ROC or AVROC 
enrollees was made because "an insufficient nutal^er of "cases of^Basio ' ' 

enrollees was ^vail^ble. ' ' * / 



ION TO CONTINUE INTO ADVANCED ROTC PROGRAfts' 



Base: Current Bhrolljees in Basic RpTC Programs 



Intend to Cont^ue , 
Tlnto Advanced ROTC. 



' - Yes- 

• - Don't Know/No Ansver 



ARMf ROTC 



MVTi ROTC 



USAF ROTC 



ScfolarBhip , ■ Non-Scholarghlp Scholarship .' Non - Scholar.shlp Scholarship Hon- Scholar ship 

JiT ' W — -W \'. W — ^ . ii) — ^ 



' 98.6 

-.7 
100.0?^ 



..79.0 

■ Q.k ■ 



79.1 

12.2 
IQO.X}^ 



97.8 
l.i 

• ' • 

1.1 
<•■ 

100. Of^ 



80^; 
11.? 

'^^ 

100 ."o^t. . 
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Because "o&r t?ie consistently lower rate of program continuation ^ 

. ^ ' < • . . ' ^ 

intentions reported by Basic.enrolleps in the Non-scholarship programs, 

mt-waa^eemed unnecessaty to^ analyze factors associated with long-r^nge 

career intentions for men in the^Basic Non-Scholarship status,* Heuce, 

all results pn t,his tppic^pres^rited In Chapter V are based on analyses 

of three subiamples of (1). Basic Scholarship enrollees, (2) Advanced • 

Scholarship enrollees, and (3) Advanced Nonfscholarshi^ enrollees.. 



s ■ 



t ./ 



/ 




*ThJs' decision was Arther Supported by the fact .that Army and Navy * » 
Basic" Non-scholarship enrollees a*si) reported lowet rates of . long-range 
cmteet intentions than did their peers , in Basic sWlarship sta«;us Csee 



l[able IV-5) 
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FACTORS RELATED TO Ci^teER INTENTIONS FOR ROTC EN^OLLEES 



Additional analyses were performed for ROTC program enrollees tro 
identify factors related to the avowed intention to either (a) mak| a 
career of military service as iSk officer; or (b) remain in the service 

beyond completion of the initial term of obrligatio^.* In addition bo' 

> 

. variations in long-range career intentions by program (see Table IV-2) 
and by draft-motivation at entry (see Table IV-3) f further analyses 



were performed to determine the extent to which e^h of tfe following 
were related to long-range career intenti^s: 
l)'>fiducatidnal expectations 



2) Life goals . , ^ * 

3) Reasons for military affiliation ' • * ♦ 

4) Knowledge of tot|^l earnings for a beginning officer * • • 
in addition, IU)JC* enrollees (only) were queried to determine the best 
Teature^ the ROTC program, ^nd the worst features of the ROTC pro- 
gram. These responses were also related' to stated caree^ intentions. 

Separate analyses were performed ^f or ^^ie..(S 



.(9) subgroups of ROTC 



program en^llees : * \ 
'^'1) Army Basic ScWlars^hip enrollees 
. 2) Army •Ad'^anced Scholarship^ enrollees . 

3) Army^Advancefl. lion-scHjjlarship .enroliees 

4) 'Navy Basic SchoIarslUp etftollees r 



*The* precise response" options to the puefetion on long-range career 
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period of service as a commissioned Oi|ficer?' 

120 

' ■ ^\ • : .16; 




5) Navy Advanced Scholarship en^'ollees * ' 

6) Navy Advanced Non^gcholafii^ffeiJ) enrollees 

j ' ' * 

7) . Air Force Basic Scholarship .^rollees ^ 

8) Air Force* Advanced Scholarship enrollees 

9) Air Force Advanced Non-scholarsliip enrotllees 

Because of the a priori asdumption that man^ Basic Non-scholarship 
enrollees were unlikly to complete their ROTC program and enter the 
Service, the analyses described in this ctepter were, not made for enyollee^ 
in B^sic*Non-scholarship status.* . ^ ^ , 

EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS' ^ ' • ^ 

The relationship of eduQational expectations to long-range career 
intentions proved complex. For enrollees in Advanced Scholarship status, 
there was a consistent positive relationship between expectations for 
post-graduate training and avowed career intentions < This finding held 
for ROTC enrollees in each Service. However, the reverse held for enrollees 
in Army and Air Force Advanced Non-scholarship programs, wher^ post- 
graduate expectations were inversely related to announced career intentions. 
See Table V-jb^or the cociplete result's-^. ' 



IT ^ 



:4f on tfj€ 



*Chapter IV cfontains da'ta/^on tfje program completion intentions of Basic 
enrpllee^s. M ^ • . 
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KElATlOiaSSLT OF EDUCATIOKAL DCTOCTATIOHS TO KILITARr Oy> ' lCi!y CARm UrmmOHS 
Base : Selected ROTC Program RirollepB * 



Highest^ Level of Education 
3tudent grpects to Achieve 



College Graduate 
Be^-ord College 



Ar^ ROTC airoUaei 
-Basic Scholarship- 



Highest Level of» Education 
Student Brpects to AcViieve 



College Gradoate 
* Beyond College 



''^ighest LevGl of BBucatior. 
Student Expect r to Achieve 



C'*'llege Grgdj/it*? 
3eyond College 



Flan to Leave 




Flan To Remain 


Service 


Undecided 


In Service 


ii) 


(*) 


(i) 




30.5 


20,9 


- 61.9 


69.5 


79.0 


100.0 


lOD.O 


99*9 


-Advanced Gcholarship- 


?lan to Leave 




Plan To Retoain 


Service 


Ihdec ided 


In Service 




i 


i 


26.6 




13.8 


71.1* , 




86,1 


100.0 


1X>0.0 ^ 


99. 9v 


-Advanced ! Ion -Scholar ship- ^ 


Plan to Ijcflve 




Plan To Pemaln 


3en.*ice 


Undecided 


In Sci~/ice 






V 


A- 




f 


?T.O 




36.6 


T3.0 




63.3 


100. 0 


100.0 


99.9 



Navy ROTC airolleea 
-Basic Scholarship- 



Plan To Leave 
Service 

sn — 

?5.1 



100.2 



Unde c ided 

— TT- 

31^.9 
100.0 



Plan To Remain 
In Servi ce 

T) 

T5.1* 

100.1 



-Advanced Scholarship- 



Plan , To Leave 

Ser vice ' 

? 

U5,0 
looTii 



Undecided 



?3.8 
76.? 
100.0 



Flan To Remain 

In Service 
f 

20.0 
80.0 

100.0 



-Advanced rten -Scholar shlp- 



Plan To Leave 
Service 



1*5.9 



99. 



Undec ided 
? 



15.3 
100.0" 



Plan To Reaain 

In Servic e 
7 

19.6 

'T9.1* 

100.0 



USAF ROTC Eiirollees 
-Basic Scholarship- 



Plan To Leave 
Service 

CD 

i*6.5 
^ 



Undecided 
38.1 



Plan To Remain 

In Service 
^ 



IQDU) 

-Advanced Schola::*«hip 



U6.k 



Plan To Leave 
Service 



3^.9 
65.1* 



Undecided 



27.7 



Plan To Remain 
I n Servi ce 

? 1 

J 

12.5 
87. i 

^79 ^ 



100,3 100.0 

-Advanced Non- Scholarship- 



Plan Trf Leave 
^rvlce 



3.8 
96.2 



iOO.O 



"dec ided 
? 



19.1 
^.9 
100.0 



Plan To Remain 
In Servir^ 



23.1* 
76.6 
100.0 



Table V 



For the majority of these samples', the- relationship of eventual post-^ 
graduate training expectations to military 'of ficer career 'Intentions 
was fo^nd to be positive . 

It is usefui to keep this finding in- mind,* as subseq^jpt data on * 

S 

the types of training/education which. are related to career intentions 
will add substance toVthese findi!|fgs. The data appear in this chaptep- 
under the heading of Reasons for Military Affiliation . 

LIFE GOALS ' ' ^ ^ 

Each respondent in the survey was presehtecj with -a list 'of ten 
'(10) life and career goals • FKom this list, each respondent was asked 
to specify the first most important goal > In this^ section, an analysis 
was made t'o determine which .life goals were consistently related to 
avowed Wg-range career intantiea||. Only those goals bearing either 
a positive or ajfxe^ative relationship to career intenticjn for these 
samples of ROTC enrollees will be Resented and^discussed in this 
section.* Findings will "be discuBse'd separately for each Service, then 
summarized.* ■ ' 

Among Army ROTC enrollees, "doing challenging work" and ''ecWeHture/ 
excitement" were important life ^als whdxh were related in a positi^ * 
direction to career intentions. "Doing'^challenflng work" jps the more 
frequently cited of these two goals. Conversel)^, "being able to do ^at 
I want to in a- job" was negallvely related to announced carefer intention. 
S^e Taile V-2 for complete data oh ^ Army ROTC enrollees. ' 



*Three (3) goals were unrelated to career intention for each sample. 
These goals were: (1) "Making a /lot. of money":. (2> "Raiding my own 
social level"; and (3) "Recognition/Status." \\ 

• 123 ^ . ' 






• 

t 




REUTiorinnp of life/ca^e^ coals to ktlttahy officer career .uJTETrrioifs 




r * 






Base: 


Selected Army ROTC 


Progran Errolleea 






• • 




'Basic Sholarship- 






-AdTanced 3cholar«hip- 






Selected Life and 
Career Goals 


' , Plan To Leave 
Service 


Undecided 


Plan To Reoaln 
In Servicei.'^ 


Plan To Leave ^ ^Plan To P^Mln 
Service Undecided Tn ^-rvirm 






. ' . (?) 








'V) 






Work^g for a better soc iety 
/ • • 






9.0 


^10.7 


9,9 « 


. 11.7 




Doing challenging work . , , , 


. . , . . 9.5 

33.2 


25.0 


29.0 ^ ' 
, 17.7 


1U,3' ^ 
. *1**.3 


29.7 - 
9.9^ 


6.3 


N3 






13.9 


' ' lli 5 " 


18.0 y 


13.? 






Having a aecuye, ate^dy jjob « 




19.1* 


9.7 


•10.7 


. a. 8 


11.7 




Being able ttf do vhat I vent to 


In a Job. . lB.9 


> iy.5 


8.0 


• ?5.0 


-12.1 


10.6 


ft 








9.7- * ^ 




^ ^9.9 


ll*.9 \ 










9 






* 










\ 
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« - Advanced Nnn - dctaolarrtilp - 



Plan To Leave 

Service Undecided * 



10.1 
20.2 
12'.^ 
18.© 

I 

12. U. 
18.0, 
2.2 



11.3 
21.7 
13.2 
lU.2^ 
'llt.2 
10. U 
P. 5 



Plan lO Remain 
In Service 

W) — . 

11. 1 

23.3 
1*3.3 

A. 12.2 
6.7 
"13.3 
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^ . Anrang Nav| ROTC. enrol lees, life goals re*lated"to career intentions- 

in af po.sitive direction were ."doing challenging work" '(except for Advanced 

Non-scholarship enrollees). and. "adventure/ excitfement." "Doing challenging 

work" was*the m^re frequentljr ci^^d>f' these "^wo goals. ,Thte goal of • 
- ■ f • ~ #• ■ . ' 

"being able 4:0 do what I want ,to i.n aljo^" was, =negat ively relkted to , ' 

career intentions. .These findings were also* noted for Army ROTC enrollees. 



); 




^►EUiTiaiSHIP OP LUBVcAREBR goals to KILITAHy OPPICSR CAREER mWTIOTS 

s 

B«»e: Selected 'Hary ROTC P*T>«ram aimllecB 



ON 



Selected Life and 
Career Ooalt 



Worttlna for a better eoclety 
Doing challenfflft« work 
Uarrtlflg at aajcjj ee I can , , 



a aeeure, ateady J«b 



Btloc able to do lihat I vant to In 'a J5»b . 
AAwntHTe/lsrcltewnt 



-Bailc Scholarahlp- , * 


Plan To. Leave 




Plao to Yteaaln 




lAideclded 


'In Serrffce 






(*) 


8 k ' 


18.5 


?13.9 


8.1. 


» 26.^ 


30.8 






22.2 


12.6 


' 9.& 








22.2 




?'3 


a. J* 






13.9 ' 




12.6 


10.8 


2.9 




• 


3.9 


10.6 



Advanced Scholarshlp- 
S 



Plan To Leave 

Serr lce L-ndec Ided 

A3 3 



13.7 
30.9 
3.6 
X3.7 
13.7 



21,9 
*15.3 
».8 



Plan To Reiaaiii 
In ^rv#fc 

31.9 

7,9 
It.O • 



-Advanced .ton-3cbf>lerahlp' 
Pl^ l^^aye 



>i«vlce Undecided * 



15.1 

27.0 



11. 1» 

a 

19.5 
3.3 



1^ 



) 

11,0 

i7> 
15.3 

^-ii:o 
's.ii. 



Plan To ^nain / 
hi Service 

W) — 

13.x ' 
26,2 

13 1 , ♦ 
13.1 
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The. goal of "hej^ng other people" varied in its relationship • to career 
intention: among Army and Na^y /nroftees^. Among Army ' Jasic Scholarship 
enrollees, this goal was |;elated in a, ^somewhat positive direction to 

\car^e;r intention; 4igioi)g Navy Basic Scholarship enrollees, the' xlirectibR 
of • Uhe <relationship Vas decidedly negative . The goal of "learning as ' \ 
macl} as I can*'' tended to be related in a negat^tve direction ^o avowed *' 
career int^nti^s, .for both Army* and" Navy ROTt enrollees (except among 

'Navy A«|wiced Non-Scholarship enrollees). This finding is also rele- ' 

V. ' ' • . 

v^nt to the ediacational expectations topic discussed previously and 
also* treated in the section on Reasons- for' Military Affiliation , 

Among Air force RtSt^C^^rollees, the following life goals were ^ 

^. ♦ # # • . 

related to "career intentioas* in 'a positive d^i'ection: (1) "learning 

. as much as I can"; » and (2) "working ^or a better society." "Working 

for a better^ society" was .the more frequently cited ff these two goal's. 

There was negligible evidence ^"at efidgr$€menb of 'thefee gpals was related 

positively to career intentions, in the A^irmy and Nivy ROTC samples. However 



the goal of "being able to do what I want to in 'a jobV ,wa% found tb be 
f negatively. related to -avowed career -intentions , and this. finding was 
consistent a^Bss each Service sampl^i-of FpTC enrollees — Army, Navy and 



' Aia Force., ' . • , ^ ' . . ^ ^ ' 



4k 




















•Bulc %boXarshlp> 




SelKted Life tod 
CarMr CJ(>«1« 




" ^'lac To Lcere 
Sez-rlCf 


QbdecUea • 




• -4 

\ 

Working for • better ioclety , 




JO 












17. s. 






15 3 




n * 


LBunlng aucb «• I ccn. . t , . 


\- 




. ik.3 


) ■ 

10.? 


Htlplng other people =^7 . 


1 




" 15.3 


17.3 

1D.2 


6«lng tibl& to do whet I uent t--- a 




. . . ?2 .9 




14.6 «^ 


Ad-witure 'ftrclteaent . •', * • 




• 

1 




, 5.7 



t Bue: Selected^USO BOTC Prosraa Bimlleee 



'MdrMBCcd 8c holer ebip- 



•Adreneed ftKon- Sebolerehlp- 




Plan ,'Po Lesve 
Service 

' — m — 

8.7 

• 17:3 

13*.0 



UhdecldetJ 


Pier To fVemln 
In Service' 


Flen^To Leeve 


Ubtecided 


Flao to Reaiiii 
Ip Serrlee 












7.9 


17.7 * 


1%* 




15.6 








#.1 


?9.7 












7.9 


69 




1J*,6 


12 5 










■li 


1U.9 




















10 9 ^ 


I?.5' 


7.7 


' 13 5 


18.8 


. ie.8 


9.7 






10. 9 




* 










# 9.7 * ' 


3.e 




3.1^ 
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other findings unique -to Air Force 'ROTC ehrgllees were the lack oi any 
appreciable relationship between career intentions the goals of 
"adventure/ excitement" and "doing chal3^|^ging work.^^ , The latter, yn^^ 
wl^ile highly endorsed by Air Force enrollees, was related positively . 

' - . ^ . ' ' . ^\ . ' • ; • . ' : ^ 

to career intentions among only USAF <8asic Scholarship' enrollees, while 
amongXArmy and" Navy enrollees it was found to be related to career inten 
tioris^among .sfeveral subgroups. ThSi' goal of ""^dventure/exci^ement" was 
negatively related to, career intentions aman^ USAF Bas^ Sc4M)larh'sip 

•enro-llees — .whilfe among the. ganipres of Army and "Navy enrollees tlie 
relationship was either po&iJtive or non-eKistent 

In ^summary, 'compared to non-careerists, ' potential careeri^s among 
Air Force ROTC enrollees cite "bettering society" and -to a lesser ext.ent 
"learning as "much as I can" as lif^ goals, vjfrile Ari^y and Navy enrollee^ 
tend not to ,do so. Conversely,- cornering po^ntial non-careerists" to 
careerists among the' Army and Navy ROTC enrplleefe, 't*he goal* of "adven- 
^urej/exci^ement" and part'icUaarly the goal of "doing challenging t^ork'^ 
tend\to fte related positively to career iijtent^ns -7 more so than 

•among Air^Fonce enrollees, 'There appears >to be differences in moti- 
^^ij^'^between the Armed ServlcesjJllch^may lJe"^important in effort's to 
expatd'the careerist base- among cur^^nt' R()TC i4nrolltesV - f 

REASOliS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION . 

- Irt addition to reviewing"^ various general life and career goals, 

each RQTC enroll^e in the survey was presented a list of 'thirteen -(13) 

possible reasons fcjrr applying fgr military officer training.^ The i-isf ' 

appear^ below: , , € * . * 



POTENTIAL REASONS FOR MILITARY AFFILIATION 



Military career opportunities 



2; TrBve^', adventure, and new experiences, 

3. » Serve my country 

4. , Oppor tuni^rfdr furl^^er academic education 

5. Qualify fdr. (J^I; Bill benefits 

6. t'ay' and allowances, , 

7^ . Benefits such as medical care, BX/PX, etc. 



8, Avpid b^ng drafted • . ' ^ \ 7 ^ " 

9. Become moCe mature ^ • « • - 

/ . . . „ t ^ ' 

lO^^^tatus and. prestige o\ being an off icer ' ' - 

♦ \ 

11. Difficulty ih' finding, a suitable civilian' job 

12. Fulfilling py military obligation^ at a time of my choice 

13. Opportunity for special professional/technical training 



■-Oj !■ ' •• ^ ^ ^ ^ T " 

The Respondent was asked, to consider each reason, and to report how- 

strong'ly it influenced his decision to 'app-ly f or jnilitdr.y officer 
> training -X strong influence, some influence, or no influ^pceat all. 
In this section, *^indings are ^presented dri the extent aijd direction of 

relationships" between announced, career intentions and the attribuj^^otj^* 

* . ' * rt ' 

pf strong influgnde to each, of , these, reasans-'fqr military affiliation. 

'Findings are presented iH* a- strifes of three tablejs,*pne for each ^riDed 

Sfervlce* which sponsors -^ri R6TC program.- • .* • * ' * / ' ' . 

Amoflg Anpy ROTG enrollees^ ihe rfeasoft's for >applyin^for military 

^ i)f fleer training consistently related to c^eer intentiohV i;i a jUslr ' 

. tive direction wei^e as /ollow^s: (1) "military career opportunities'^; 

C2) "serve my conritry" (patriotisnk) ; and to a . lesser extent ,/ (3) the 

^ statue and prestige of being an officer." Also' related, posltrtvely 



were "travel, adventure, and new experiences'^ <see*previous seotl^on on 

%lfe Goals) and "benefits such as medical care, BX/?X, etc." However, 

If' ' ' ' ' • ' * * ' 

payand allowances" had 'a complex relationship, to Career inten^ons, 

^ith a slight negative relationship noted among Army Basic Scholarship" 
Mrollees. ' 1 . , , * ' 



For^ each Army.ROTC subgroup, ^Tpositive relatidnshgips wAe ijotei^ between 
career intentions and the ''opportunity for ^special professional/technical 
training.," but the relationship to career intentions of "opportunity jEar 
further academic education" differed by subgroup/ * 

The reason, "avoid being drafted, "-was negatively related to career 
intentions (see. Chapter ^) . Also negatively^ fela ted to a lesser extent* 
was 'the reason, "fulfiriing my military obligation ^t a time of my. choice." 

Among Navy ROTC qnrollees, man^i findings -analogous to ^rmy findings 



were noted* For each 'subgroup of -Navy ROTC enroliees j ' the reasons for 
i^pplying for military^ officer training^which were related positively- tcj^ 
announced career intentions were the following:^ (1) "setve my country;)" 
(2-) "military carefer^oppor'tunities;" (3) the "status and ^r^stige of . 
being an officer;" and* (4^ the "opportunity for special professional/ 
technical training." ^Thni"^fficer status -an^ prestige" reason was' 
accorded less endorsement thili the other three reasons. The "opportxinity 
foiAfurther academic education^' was related to, career intentions in a 
complex manner ~ negativel;^ for Navy Scholarship enrollees, but positively 
for Navy Advancied Non-scholarship enrpllees. 
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CARBB msrriQRS TO STBOIfG 
m REAacSS FOR KH^IARr ArPlLIATIOIf 
Bue: Selected Vmrj ROTC airoXlees 




-Bulc SchoiarBhip- 



IteMonf for Plan ^ Leave 

^allta3^r Afflllatlofi Service Untec Ided 

Military career opportunities 22.2 ^0.8 ' 

Travel, adventure, and rew eit^rtencea ^, . . 50. 0 60.2 

Serve «y country . . t , , , . , . r ?7.8 . 37.9 

Opportunity for further scadealc education ... 6I.I ^ U9.5 

Qualify for G. I. BUI benefits lU.O 5.8 

Pay and ailowances I6.7 go.l* 

Beneflte 8\ich as oedlcal care, EX^PX, etc. ... P.l* 17.5 

Avoid being drafted . . .*'.' . 7,??^ 10.7 

Become oore mature . , t . . 16.7 I8.5 • 

Status and preatlge '>f >elng an officer ll^.O 13.6 

D^Tflcuity In finding q suitable civilian Jn"b . . ^ fl.U 6.8 ' 

Pulfllllng ay milliary obligation at a time. . ? 36-.2' 16.5 
of my choice • 

^ 22.2 38.8 
OpTiortunlty fo:^ special profesaional/tahnhical • 

training ^ • - * 

* /* 



Plan to Renalit 
In ae nrlce 

~ir(?) — , 

^ 6^.7 
' 66.2 

si. 2 

1^.7 
17,0 
21.5 • • 
1.6 
15.5 
• 30.6 ^ 
^ 6.3 , ^ 

15.5 
' 53.9 



•Advanced Scholarshlp- 



Service— 

10.1* 

#•0. 

10. Jt 
38.1 

' 6.8 " " 

f 3i6 

1^5.0 , 

- 6.8 „ 

ia.1 • 

6.8 
•eu.i 

20.8 



Uhdeclded 



30 5 
60,0 
3;*. 3 

hO.l 
7.6 
2C.7J 

10.5 
-17.2 
.19.0 
7.6 

22*8 

38.1 



plan I'd Remain 
_ In Service 

. 67.9 ■ 
68.1 

3i?.l 
7.9 

10,0 

' 3^.0 
10.0 
'io!o 

20.0 

' 2:2.1 
uo.o 



'A8vanced Kon-Scholarahlp- 



i'lan To t<eave 
Service 

— W". 



' 7,6 

*.6' 
* 11. '•u 

*^7.0 
?3.? 
23.2 
57.0 
' 11. 1* 
11. 1.^ 
7.< . 
* f.1.6 
19.5 



Undecided 
W 

6,U 

4 

60,9 

13.1 

fl,6 
15.V 
15.3 
30.3 
?1,7 
15.3 

1^.3 

^♦7.7' ^ 
17.1* 



yien TO HKMln 

In Servic e 
" " ii) • 

66.4 

59.8 
66, U . 
, 53,3 



1?,1 
13,1^ 
6,5 
13.^1 
19,6 
19,6 
3?, 7 
39.3 
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Careei; intentions were negatively rela.ted -to^attri^uting a strong influ- 
ence to "pay and allowances" in the decision to apply for m^litary 
officer training.*. Ho^j^v^, "benefits" as an influence were positively* 
related to career iatentions among Navy Scholarship enrol]jtes, ' 

The reason, "avoid beifig drafted," knd the reason, "fulfilling my 
military obligation at* a time-^4)£jny choice," were found to be negatively 
related* to career intentions among Navy ROTC enrollees. These findings 
are consistent with the resqlts for Army ROTC erirollees, ^ 

Among Air Force ROTC enrollees, the following reasons' for Applying 

^ ^ . ^ / ^ ' ' ' • 

for military officer trafning attributed strong influence were found to b 

related positively to career intentions: (1) "military career opportuni- 
ties;" (2) "serve my country;" (3) the "st»t^s ^nd prestige of being an 
office/;" and <4) 'the^ "opportunity for special prof essional/ technical 
training." The- "of ficer status and prestige" reason was accorded less ' 
endorsemejnt than the other three reaflbns.^ Also consistently related jto 
career intentions were "benefits" and "travel, adventure and new exper- 
iences" (except among Basic Scholarship enrollees). ^ 
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RELATICBSHIP OF CAREER. DframOWS TO-STROKQ IJff|AJniCES 
Uf REASOWS ?0R MILrrARr AmLIATIOH 



ON 



Reason^ for ' 

Military Amilatlon 

Military career opportunltle* 

4 

Travel, Adventure, and new experiences. . . , 

Serve country • • , , . 'I 

Opportunity for furtlwr academic education . . 

Qualify for 3. I. BIU teneflti _ . 

Pay and^i^Ilovance* , , ^ 

Belief Its such as nc'rilcal^ care, PJC'RC, etc. . . 

Avoid being drafted . , . 

*- ' 
Become snre mature . . 

V * 

St%tJ8 and prestige '^f t-elng an officer , . . 

Difficulty^ In finding a sultaVle civilian Jot 

Fulfilling nty military f^tllgfttl-^n at a time . 
'if "T^ choice , . , 

Opportjrlty for special profeaslonal ^technical 
training , 
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-Basic ^holarshlp- 



-Advanced, Scbolarshlp- 



-Advanced Hon- Schslarthlp- 



Plan To Leave 
Service 


Uhdeclded 


Plan" 

In 


to Renaln 
Service 


Plan To Leave 
Service 


l*3decided 


Plan To Remain , 


Plan To Leave 
Service 


Uhdcclded 


Aan To Revtln 

In asrvlce 


^ [i) 


ii) 




(« 


— m — 








\i) 




30.6 


56.2 




79.8 


13.0 


38,6 


TT.8 


30,8 


55.1 


8i«3 * 




59.0 




68.1 


21.9 


, 63.3 


' 65.3 


1*2,3 


56.2 


62,5 


15J 
i*6.5 


36.2 
36.2 




62 ? 
33.3 


6.7 
39.2 


• I46.6 
26.7 


58.3 ' 
37,5 


26.9 
30.8 


*3ii.« 

33.7 


^* 1*3.8' 

Uo,6 # • ^ 


15.3 


6.7 




7.2 


l».3 


10,9 


9.7 ' 


11,5 


9.0 • 




U6^.5 


25.7 




18.9^ 


. * 17.3 


> 

21.8 




11.5 


28,1 


^8,1 


» ??.9 • 
7 6 

7.K , 

7.6 
7.6 ? 


?T.6 . 

13. 3» 

13.3 
9.5 




33.3 
7.3 
13.1 
17.1* 


13.0 
5? .2 
8.7 

e.7 

t 

21.9 


26.7 

16. 8 
t 18.8 , 
10. Q 

i 

12.9 


m 

* 26 9 
16.6, 

13.9 


19.2 
50.0 
T.7 

11.5 


37.1 
214,7 

9.0 

9,0 

19,1 ^ 


,50.0 ' ^ 

^ ; . • * 

• 21."9 

.11* .A • 


l*f..5 


21 9 




17.5 


39.2 


3^.7 


' 1^ 1 


38.5 


37,1 


* l8',6 


gl.'i 


U2.9 




63.8 

t 


39.2* 
Table V - 7 


51^.5 


55.5 

> 

1 


. 31*. 6 


ii3:e 


. 50.0 • ' 






4 














V 


• 

« 




* 

* 








• 






• 

* 

•132 


• 

♦ 












• 


1 
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Inversely related t6 career intentions among Air ?orce ROTC enrollees were 
application for military officer training to '"avoid being jirafted" and for 
"fulfilling my tiiilitary obligation at d time of^ my^^choice.'" 

summary, many common reasons for initially applying for ROTC were 
found to be related positively, to careet intentions for all ROTC prog^m 
rollees. Included were patriotism , military career opportunities , the 
status and prestige of being an officer , and military benefits . While, 
'officer status and prestige" was one of the mc^^t ii4)ort5nt reasons for 
applying, it was not the most impjDrtant influence in career intentions ^ 
among enrollees; patriotism and career oppdrtiinities were more frequently 
endorsed. » • ^ . * 

* The relationship of military pay and allowances to careerist inten- 
flLoqs was complex ' — negative in some instances aud positive or unrelated 
in other cases. Draft motivation (serving to avoid the draft; serving at 
» a time other than one's chotce) was negatively related to career Interitions 
The opportunity for special professional or technical 'training was \ 
generally related to career intentions in a positive directlom, while ' the 
opportunity for further academic education )^as n^ga^ively related or 
unrelated in most cases, and positively delated to career intentionsN only^ 
Js>r Advanced Non-9cholarship enrollees. In ^ener-al, this finding taken in 
conjunctic^ with the 'earlier finding on post-graduate educational expecta- 
tions suggests- that potential careerists in ROTC may seek specialized /train 
ing as opposed to advanced education for^ its own sake. 



J 

\ 



KNOWLEDGE OF OFFICER EARNINGS 



' Each ROtC erirolfee was -asked to espiiliate 'abcJut how much money in 
total a beginning officer would earn in. a month. The question was.^ari- . 



• 13? 

. 193 



/ 



fled* with the stipulation that the amount include basic p ay plus allowances! 

< . • ' ' — ' ' — 

for an unmarried commissioned off iter. The correct response was cpded in 

' * • • » * • 

a raqge of between ^601 and $800 per liionth. ^n underestimate would _ be' less • 
th#n $6Q0; an overestimate wouW be more than ^800. The followipg^ figure 
presents ifesult* for the total ROTC enrollee population.'* It is noteworthy 
that almost half of. the current ROTC enrollee population stated an. amount 
in the correct range. However., o^er 30% estimated that ^a beginning officer 
would, earn between $401 and $600-a month. ' 



ESTIMATfib. TOTAL MONTHLY OFFICER EARNINGS** ' 
^Base; Total ROTC ^Enrollees 



/ 0 



Amount * 
Less^than $200 a month 
'^201 - $400 a month ' 
$40i - $600 a month 



Percent 

3.9 
31.3 ' 



$601 - $800' a month 



48.9 



, $801 - $1,000 a month 
$1,001 -'$1,250 a.«onth 

% 

pon' t know 



8.5 
0.7 ^ 

99.8% 



**Beginning earnings of basic pay plus' allowances for arf 
. unmarried comnissioned pfficer." 

f 

Almpst 30% of th« current, ROTC enrollees estimated total monthly earnings 
for a beginning officer at between- $401 and $1^000 a month. Further 
analyses a^e. restricted to persons estimating amounts in thi"! ralfge. 



*Including Basics Non-scholarship enrollees and men" in ^ach-of the other 
categories. . ~ ^ ' - 
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' ^^JJhe crucial question tc^be addressed in this section is simply: 
la there a relationship between career intentions arid the estimated 

.range of total earnings a beginning officer?* Results are given 

•. . ' • ' • . • 

in Table V-8. , ' ' v . 



r 



o 



V 



^l*ct5d Categories for • 
^stlfeated Total Earnings 
of ^ Beg -''-'-*-|^ ^ncer 



iiiOl-i^fiOO a Mnth 
$601-^BoO *a month* 
$80l-ilOOO a month 



.$i*01-C600 a imrrth 
$6OC-$80O a -month* 
$801-$1000 a month 



$i*01-$600 a rnonth 
$601-$8CX) a uonth*^ 
$301-$1000 a month 



Amy ROTJqyEiiiplleeB 
-Basic Scholarship- 



Plan To LeSve 
3er*/ice 

— m — 

28. T 
iSr9 



HELATIf^SHIP OF CAREFR WrnmOHS TO SELfiCTElJ ESTIMATES 
* OF total' KABNIBGS fob BBCmiNG MILITARY* OFFICEpS 
Base : Selected ROTC Pmgram Ehiwllees " 

VMvy I?0TC.Enrol.le%8 « 
-Basic SchoiArohip- 



Undecided 
51.'* 

9.r 



Plan To ReTaain 
In Service 

— m — 

, 3T.1 
' 53. 5 
.3.0 , 



-Advanced Scholarship- 



Plan To Leave 
Service 



Undecided 



Plan To Remain 
Jn Sertice 

— V ^ 



18.0 
57.0 
18.0 



V 22.0 
' N168.I 



'0 ^'^ 
-Advaaced Non-Schol^ship- 



25.5 
^5.9 
. 5> 



Plan^To Leaw-, 
Serv ice 

— ~" 



25.9 
62.9 
3.U 



Undecided 

? 

28,3 
59. . 
• 6.6 



Plan To RftiMln 
tn Service 

5f 

23.3 ' 
66.7 
7.8 



Plan To Leave 
Service 



16.7 



vice i 



* Flark To Remain 
Undecided' In Service 



37.9 

1*8. s 
8.8 



35.'* 
50. 

10. f"' 



-Advanced ^holarship- 



Tusn 'iTj Leave 

Service 


20.8 
62.2 
17.3 



Undecided 



24,8 
67.7 



In Service 



2U.I 
70.0 



U3AF FOTC Enrollees 
-Basic Scbolarship- 



fian,To Leave 
Service 

TD 

7.6 

TT.l 
. 15.3 . 



Undecided 

-TTT- 

. 22.8 
55.2 
A5.3 



Klan TO Remain 
In Service 

m — 

36.3 

itO.6 
16.0 



-Advanced Schol^rahlp- 



Piu^iT5 h^min Piafi tm mv e 



-Advanced Non-Scholarship 



Plan To Leave 
•Service 



23.2 
73.0 
3.8 



Undecided 
7 



32.7 
60.9 
2.1 



Plan To 
In 



o Remftin 
Sdgvice 



39. r 
59.8 



Undecided 



la Service 



87.0 
4.3 



/ 20.8 

' / 69.3 
' e.9 



19.5 
68.0 
11.1 



-Advanced Non- Scholar ship- 
^Plan To Leave 



Service 
? 

11.5 
/69.2 
15.^ 



Undecided 
? 

31.5 
61.8 
6.7 



Plan To Remain 

^In Servi ce 

? 

l?5.0 
lU.l 



Correct range of estlmatea. 



\ 
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Several different relationships are noted. F^t Army and NSvy Basic 

Scholarship), enrollees, potential careerists , tend ^o provide accurate * 

estimates, while iion-caireerists' either underestimate or overestimate. 

\ 

earnings. -For Army and Navy i^dvanceH Scfiolarship enroilees. the provi- ^ 
sion of. either correct estimate^ or .underestimates is positively related 
to career intentions. * . . 

In contrast with thfe other Services,' Air Force ROTC fenrollees whg- • 

express career intentions are Bjore likely to underestimat e t'^^l officer 

f 

•earnings, while non-career ists are more likely to estimate the corr^t 
amount of ^^arnings. (This same finding, is also not^d for Navy Advanced 
Non-scholarship enrollees.) The fact that accurate knowledge of earnings 
may be inversely related to c^E-eer intentions may have some dramatic 
implications* f of the use of monetary incentives in increasing retention. 
At the very 'least, these data suggest that overestimates of e^arnings are 
seldom generated by potential careerists.* .Heoce, one might conclude that 
factors other tfian knowledge of pay serve as "motivators" to enhance 
retention.* The fo^owing assessments of the ROTC progr^^by these current 
enrollees will support and jrmpldfy this conclusion. , 

« 

BEST FUTURES OP ROTC • 

Each enrollee was asked: "What i^* the best feature in the ROTC 

Program?" Responses in the precise wording of the, enrollee were contenfc- 

analyzed and tabulated. .Analyses were performed of these refiftenses by 

* 

content category to. determine which comments we lae positively and nega- 
tiyely related to career intentions. 



*See' the d^ta in TaJ)le V-8 on Air Force Advanced Scholarship enrollees- 
for the bnly major exception. ^ • * * 

141 • • I 
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. ^ - ■ ' ' ■ , .. . < J,. 
- .-■ • - . • ' ■ ' 

f ' . , 

In the majority oLJlhe ROTCf samples , tfce following comments were 

• * s * , ^ 

related to career intemtiohs in a positive manner: (1) "fiOTC develops 
leadership potential ^" (2) "ROTC provides an opportunity ta become an 
officer;" and (3) "Knowledge gained of the. Military in general*" ;These 
comments appear to st,ress leadership a*nd military information acquisitions 
Conversely, the following comments were found- to" be expressed more by non- 
jcareqrists than by potential careerists: (1) "ROTC provides a Scholarship 
program/educatAonal opportunity;" and ^(2) "ROTC provides a subsigtenqe ^ 
allowance. "^ Hence, it would appear that non-careerists were less able to 
evaluate ROTC in a positive manner as, possessing attributes beyond the 
essentials of a subsidised college education, ^hereas^'potetitlal careerists 

evaluated the program as management development with an emphasis on mill- 

^ c ■ ^ • ■ 

tary service. ^ 



0 



WORST FEATURES OF ROTC, ' , . , ' . ' | 

As a nfethod of elJtitirig comments which mi|;ht assist in ^proving 
ROTC, each ROTC eurolle.e was*a&ked: '"What \^ the biggest problem with, ' 
the ROTC Program?" Verba,tim 'responses were content-analyzed by category 
and tabulated.' Analyses were then performed to determine which comments 
were made more frequently by potential careerists compared to non- 
careerists. • 

''In the majority of the ROTu samples , ^4K|B^careeris<s were more likely 



4 ^ 

than potential caireerists .t6 criticize ROTC for the following ' aspects : 

"Unnecessary dri^lls or marching;" -(i) "Over emphasis on dvffi^ or, hair' 



*Also more- frequently stated by potential care^xists than non-careerists 
was the comment that ROTC* provided an "Actual application of course work*' 
ThJ,s finding n^ay b^ related to the findings in Chapter vf^on^ t^ quality 
of ROTC coursework and enroll^e suggestions for improvements in^cauxr^e - 
content. 
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length;" dnd (3) "Strict/rigid. policy. 'I Hence, the non-careerist seems 
inost 'concerned about the military, aspects of the program. 
.\ * Conversely, potential careerists are more likely to criticize the ' 



pro^^^f or fh^.J^llowing, reasons than non-^careerists: (1) "The hostile 
At£i^ude toward ROTC*by non-member s'T*^ And (2) the ;f act that there a,re 
some '^poor; quality jrirollees." , ' ' . ^ 

SUMMARY * • . . ■ • 

• At the risk of premature generalization, a narrative profile of the 

. potential careerist in R9TC suggests th^t his motivations extend beyond 
the college subsidy he receives, flis' career e^pectatioi^are mil/tary i% 
Orientation,, and. his educational objectives oall f 01;;^ post-graduate work,' / 
wit& the emphasis on technology/specialization, ^He is desirous of chal- . 1^ 
lenging^ work and adventure/excitenmnt as ^life goals, and seeks the pro- # 

• fession of a military officer as* offering status and prestige. Vhile, 

military beft^fits are ap. incentive to q^tention, * the potential careerist 
is less conceded with paj? and allowances than the non-cai;eerisit — and' 
•may actually underestimate his earning power as a\inilitary ffficer. 
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QUALITY 05 RO^ lNSTRUjjJ5;0N AND c'oURSEWORK - . 

y * 

COMRARISON OF GRABES ' ACHIEVED IN, ROTC. WITH COLLEGE GRADE& IN GENERAL 

Ohe approximate mefhod for assessing the atademic quality of the ROTC 
,programs involves a comparison of grades achieved in ROTC courses with 
overall college GPA, • The .assist ion. is lUj^de that if stj^nt^eari 
grades- in ROTC coursewdrjc than they^attain in their co4p<^lte] 



. Suriicullim, then .tJtie'^RQTC coubs^s ane' "easier", knd may well possees' less', 
academic quality than .do college cours^s in> general. 'This sujyey vas 
designed to evaluate the quality of ROTC cour-sewo?k by a dprnparison of- 

.reported atades in ROTC subjects and in college courses in general ' 

. '/ - "■ \ 

Respondents in ROtC .programs were agked to indicate what grades thfiy 
usually/received in ROTC courses. This infbrmati'i^wag^ then analyzed 
againstUata on the typLj^ grades which they feporCedl^ earned In-' • . ■ ■ 
cqllege.V The following table suggests that Vtydents tended ^o earn ^ 
higher gdades in ROTC. courses than they eaisped, in' College'' in general .. " . 
This finding supporJ;s the, contention, that kOTC cq^frses may .tt^' graded' on 
a.more ienient:'1)asis, and/or th^t the" subject matter, is less diif f icalt , 
than college ;Coursewor^ in general. ^ 



^For practical -reasons, thi^ approach was. employed in lieu of an evalua- 
tioq, Off actual- transcripts of , grades, earned . However, this more preci'^e 
approach wouTd ^ppe^r eminently feasible, and might merit consid^ation. 



RkiATIONSHn?- OF COUJSGE GR/K)ES TQ GRADES IN ROTC COURSEWORK 
Base: ^RpTC Program Enrollees 



l^gtortec] Achieved : 



Higher grades in 
college- than In 
ROTC 



"Army' ROTC 

- ih 



• JIavy ROTC 



6.0 



Air FtTce ROTC . 
(J) 

2.6 



Higher Grades in' 
ROTC than in 
college 

The same grad^es 
in brth ROTC & J 
college . • 



59.7 



^9-5 



65A 



35.0 



100. p 



100.0 



100.0 • 



Table' VI - V 
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Compared rp "Navy, RQTC enrpllees, mea in Army FfOTC .p!^o grams and A|.r|^ > 
Force ROTC program? we^e more likely to report higher grkdes in ROTC / 
courlPrork than in college courses in general. 



ATTITUDES TOWARD RC)TC GOyRSEWORK AM? INSTRUCTION 

Another appfpach to assessing, the academic qualiuy. of ROJC / prdgrams '/ 
was to' query representatives .Vf the various college spudent samples 




regarding- their attitudes toward JIOTC courses and* ROTt' l^structot^.' 

Questions ^were' framed which required the respondents to evaluatiei tgth 
'4! y . : 



ROTC coursework and instructors vis-a-vis other cdlleg'e courW^:1an|t '^-^ 
faculty members." ^ ^ , ' 

The assessment of the quality of ROTC .instructidn was foukd' tt) Vci'ry 

.by student status. CoUege studer;ts 'Who Were not enrolled in ^^iOTC teijided 

^ * . • ;' ' • ^ 

td report no opinion about the -quality of ^OTC instruction;, B<|th'noa- 
r6tC college freshmen and off-campus program- enrol lees, respbnd oil in this 
manner, fiowever, th'e majority of ^current ROTC enfolleesftended. to view 
ROTC instructors as "about as goodj^ as the ofher faculty member d; at their 
colleges. Further, a sizeable percentage stated, that ROTC iftstructors 



were better 'than ' the other faculty members at thel,r schools. 
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APPRAISAL OF THE QUALITY .OF ROTC INSTRUCTION 
Base: College Stud^t Samples 



00 



Quality of ROTC 
•Instructors 



Won -ROTC College 

Fre Shiran In 
ROTC' Schools 



(vs> Other Faculty) Male 



-RdTC is Better 
-ROTC iS'Viorse 
-About as g®qd 
-Ho opinion /DK 



2.k 
8.7 

65.2 



FetiBle 



3.6 
, 3..1 

?2.1 
71.2 



Bt)'rC Enro]^lee$ 

(Total 
hrm Na 

HT ' 
39.8, . 
• 6.1 
•51.5 
2.6 




Off -Campus 
Program Enrollees 



8:3. 

27-. 9 
60.4 



ROC 

5.5 

13.9- 

18^ 
62 -.1 



AVROC 
k.O 

36,?' 
56.^ 



100.0^/ 100.0^ 



100.0^ 100.0^^ c)9. 9^, 100.0^ 100.15(1 100.1^ 



Table VI -'2 



Furth'er analyses were performed to determine if the appraisal of 
qu|lit^J^ ^^OTC insttrxiction varied by enrollee status as Basic/ Advanced, 
or ^s , Scholar ship /Norr-scholar ship. The ^ults bf ^es^ analyses sug- 
gested 'that 'there w^e minor variations iWaesessment of the'quality' of 
ROTQ instructor^ on^these dilnen^ioris . - For example, 4-7^ -more o'f the men 
in Non-scHolarship programs clkim^ tiiat ROTC instVuctcJts weBe superior 
to other faculty Members,, than did men In Scholarship nrograms. Turther^ 
10rl2f-more 'of theVen ^TBafsJ^c; RpTO, ^ated 'RDTCf .in^trieicjdon ^as superior, 
compared to the fating provided by ifen ^^nr all edr^ in Advanced 'ROTC. ' ♦ * 
> 'vThe variou^s college studeat -samp'Leis -we^fe ^15o askeS to .appr^^ge -the'^ 
quaUty of ROTC coursework. .The maj(Jfity^ of. R(3TC, enrolle6s^ siWed* that 
the content of 'ROTC courses was, "ab^ut'.^s g'ftjd** .as' Che,, contentr b^Be 
9ther courses in thei^- s(y^(5olsl., '^on-feOTC coll^ege fre^Wn w^r^ .more/'/ ' 
likely to state that the comparispn of cdursevqaality . woulJ depend on 

' • • ^" ' • ' ^ / " 

the course;^; while enrolle^s dn aff.-campvis prografa^* simply Responded' that 

\ V ^ ' . : ^ ' ^ ' ' I' . . 

t^ey. w^r^ not in the ^ROXC-/. program or d^id 'not know th*^ 'quality of -the ^ 



courses. 



Y 
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APPRAISAL OF THE QtlALITY OF ROTC COURSE WORK 

Jent Sample s . 



•Baser Colle 




Non-ROTC fcollege, 
//-Freshmen Irf 
* ROTC Schools 


• '*ROTC Enrollees 
■ . (Total)' • 


■ ■ 

. . Of f -Campus 
■■ .Program Enrolldefe 




Female ' 

ft • 


ArrtT'/ 

■ in-) 


Navy USAF- 
{%) ' if) " 


PLC 


ROC 


.(^•);» 


.2.7. 


'• - 2 .2 


•19.9 


13.^' li^.o 


. 5.8 


3.9 


k.o- ■ 

Hi t 


15^ 




15.2' 


l?.-5 l&.h 


^7.5 


13.0- 

> • 


,9:9' 


27.1' 


2^/ . 


. hQ.i 


•'58.1 ■ ■ 58.0 
* 


27.2 


20.0 . 


•30.2. . * 

1 






, -16. 0 


_l^.3 -11.? 


iivS; 


16.4 . 




l8.5 - 




.2 


0,-7 , O.k . ^ 


1^7.6"- 


US.k' 


'kk.6 


100. 


1 ^ ' \ — 

100. o{( 


100. 100.1^ aoo^o^t 


99. 9?^^ 


.99.9^ 


100. il" • 



o 



Quality of ROTC 

Course {vs. other -courses) 



-ROTC is Betd:er 
-T^OTC J ^3 Worse 
-Ahout as Good 1^ 
-Depends on the course 
rUpt In Program /DK 



Table VI 
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Further analyses of ROTC enrdllee opinions; were made by enrollee 
^ * ^ " . 

status. The results, of thtfse analyses suggested that there were minor 
differences in the assessment of the ^ality of ROTC coursework, depending 
on the status of the enrollee. Basic ROTC en'rdllees in Army and Navy pro- 
grams were more likely to report ROTC coursework as superior to other 
college coursework than were Advap^ed enrollees in these programs. For 
each Service, Advanced enrollees we're more critical of ROTC course content, 
than were Basic enrollees. Non-scholaVship enrollees *were more favorable 
in their appraisal" of ROTC course content thaji" were enrollees in Scholar- 
'ship programs. 

It is interesting to note^ that fewer ROTC enrollees claimed that RbTC 
course content compared favorably' with the content 'O^ other, college colirpes 
than. defended ROTC ins^ructioh .as superior to|*other instruction received* 
from other f acijj^|y||tebers (compare Table Vl-2 and TabrLe VI-3) . This 
finding, taken in conjunction with .the^ earlier findings indicating highec 
grades were earned in ROTP compared to college grades in -general, suggest 
that the ROTC curriculum may be ^ess 'challenging than the regular collBge . 
curriculum and perhaps more variable thati,in the quality of the instruc- 
tors who teach ROTC» Cognizant of this possibility, it is instructive to 
review the suggestions of ROTC enrollees for improvements in the content 
of coursework. 

'Suggested improvements in rotc coursework , 1^ 

The major suggestions* for coursework improvement presented by current 

ROTC enrollees were, designated as the nee/ for: 

* t> 

-* ^ 
^ - More , practical applications (of cout>se content); 
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-V Course arientation moire related to actual ^military 

life (as opposetj to theoryV; and . 
'ft • • * 

# ^ -More challenging textbooks ("highei; level text s) ^^^^^^^ ^ 

Although the objectives of incre^ased challenge and increased -relevance/ 
• I: 

practicality may appear ambiguous these and other suggested improve- 
men|^' merit serious consideration in the evaluation of /urricula for 
ROTQ^i:ograms for the future.* The following table'presents the most | 
frfeqi^ently suggested improveriiehts , by service, for ROTC enrollees. , ' 



*Among Suggestions for improving the^tfCiality of R0T(1' instruction , the 
most frequently cited su^lge^tions ' included the need for "more interesting 

nj^erial", and for "mor^ practical aj^plication 'of knowledge learned" . 

comments reiterated in the context of changes suggested for course content 
as noted' above. Also cited was the-need foS: "more 'professional" teachers. 
This comment was more frequently, made by Army and Na<^y ROTC enrollees 
(19% and 15%, respectively) than by Aft- Fotce ROTC enrollees (9%>.^. 
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MAJOR SIXJGE^^ IMPROVEMEffTTS IK ROTC COURSE CONTENT 
Base: Current ROTC Enrollees 



Suggested' Improvements in . 
HOTC Course vork"^ 

Les?? theoi^//j'fc)re practical 
application 

•Material, r;hculd Le undated 

Broaden Curriculum 

Have courses that relate 
. to actua}.* military life 

'"^eyks: rf -hi^he^ level/ ^ 
y.ore challenging 

Ih irip2^vo"*ent necess 



ary 



Don ' t Knoy 
Jfo,.ansver 



*^ Current -ROTC Enrollees* 

Army ROTC ' " Navy ROTC 



13A 

6.1 
9.0 

lU.9 
9.9' 
18. 



6.1 

8.3 
11. _5 

■ l.h 

15.6 

20.1 



USAF RO TC 
. 14.3 



6.U 

6.7 
9.6 

11.0 

13.8 

6.9 

l6.2 



Only suggestions ptovided by 5^ or more of the respondents are tabled, 



• ■ x^Table VI -i* 



Ili„addlt.ipu.,tO" the •sugg.estipns; noted ^tjpve, the only other sugges- 
tlone for change which were endorsed by-lnorQ than •S^of samjjles of 
ROTC entollees were the need to "broaden the curriculuni" and to "update 
the material/* . ' " \, , , 

Approximately 14%-16% of the respondents felt that no change to * 
the ROTC curriculum yas required. 
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, v-v-^ • piscusstON ^ ... 

Overview \ - , ^' , , • . 

Prior to the perfOtmance of this survey, thereWas a dearth of 

empirical research coi^cerning the attitudes of American youth toWard 

affiliation with the various college-related ^j^ilitary officei^ training 

programs'/ Two, of the most recent federally sponsored surveys (Guinn - 

et^aJL, 19jy, Griffith, 1972) focused on: %) th^ importance of draft- 

motivation among enroll ees in Air Force ROTC programs, and ^2) a com-' 

parisbn of the attitudes of Negro and Caucasian cadets tolJard Air 

Fofc^e ROTC. However, nq studies have been conducted which s^ttempted 

to relate attitudinal and demographic: correlates to potential enroll- 

-ment in precommissloning progra,msl Although the attitudes of civilian 
» * • 

Tiigh school seniors and college freshmen .toward* ROTC programs havS^ . 
been investigated ,(Ayer, 1972), ho distiqctix^ has been made in these 
studies between attitudes and p*rogram affiliation among potential male 
and fem^e enrollees. ; ^ • * ; v. 

One major goal of this present study was to provide inf onuation . 

* ' • ' I*. . * , ' " " 

on the extent of , interest in applying for various nrilitary pfficer 

tr^^fning programs sponsored by the Army^ Navy^ and ••Air Force among 

.target samples oS* pale aiid female higHv^chool seniors and college^ 

freshmfen. -A second goal of the study w^s to estimate the extent of* 

military career potential among current program enrollfees in. the ^lOTC 

and enrollees^^ii;^ of f -campus military officer training programs, Tt^is 

'." > - . ■■' ' Sim' ' ^* 

survey was unique' in that samples of* cadets ^fce interviewed fr^om. three 

■ ^ ' . > - 

ROTC programs and three of f -campus /programs. Enroll'ee^, f ronf the. three 



ROTC programs' were classified according to both Basic/Advanced, status ^ 

•V 
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■ ■ •• • . 4 , * ■ •. . . 

and Scholar&hip/Non-scholarship stratus. The study was designed to pro- 
vide profiles of career-oriented ^nrollees which included' (1) demo- 
graphic , information, (2) attitudes toward ROTC, (3) general knowledge 
of militdry officer training programs, and (4) sources of knowledge^ 
about the military officer training programs. Similar profiles were ^ 
constructed for potehtial male and female^enrollees from target pop- 
ulations of high schooi.and college civiliah youth.' . , - 



Api>jficant Po,tential 



^ Results of this survey indicate- that high School seniors repre- 
sent the most fertile population for re&ruiting potential enrollees in 
military officer training programs.* Bet^ween 9-18^ of the high school, 
seniors .expressed interest in applying for one (or more) of these 



* programs, as "compared to 1-3% of college f^reshmen interviewed. Ayer 

(1972) reported similar - result^ from personal interviews conducted ^ 
%norig a nationwide Sample of 500 high, school seniors. Twelve percent s 
' '(12%) of the respondents in the Ayer survey indicated that they would 
• probably enroll in an ROTG program. ' 

' \ Although college, fre'shmen in the* presGfnt survtfy represented only 

?^ 'a smdll potential applicant populatiqfjf other researchers have .identi- 

fied special^ instances in which higher percentages of college freshtajpi 
and.sophomor.es indicated an interest in applying for the ROTC progr^ams. 
In interviews witlr approximately LOO non-ROT^J. college sophomores, Ayer 
. found that between 12-21% would consider enrolling in the ROTC programs 
with modifications (e.g.v, suspension of the active 'duty requirements, " 
increment^ in the monthly allowance). 'In another study, Johnstc^ and 
Bachnian (1972) reported -^hat 9% of interviewed co^ege fres^hmen Y 
attending institutions with no ROTC programs claimed tj^ey would have ' * 



*In total, applicant potential for twelve separate programs* was evalu- 
ated. .The^e program^ included. Army 'Scholarship/Noii-scholarship , Navy 
Scholar ship/Non-schoIarship, USAF STbholarship/Non-scholarship, PLC Groutid,' 
PLC Pilot, PLC Flight^ Officer, ROC, 4VR0C Pilot/ and AVROC Navigator. 
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cnrollerd iiji^ROXC if these pjogram^ had been offered. I , 

De^pgriphi/c Profile of Potential Ap plicant, | 

• i ■ ^ . . I 

'Among high. school seniors r^jn-whlt/es tended to be more favorable 
toward affiliation with ROTC programs than whites. Potential appljlcants 
'also tended to.have a lower socio-economic background than non-ap^llcants 
Many of the potential applicants also held ^Ait time jobs. A majority 
of these individuals were r'esidents^f small or rural communiti^^'. Most 
hlkh school applicants were residents of ^he South and North Central 
regions. Non-whites 'among- the college freshm^ potential enrollee , 
population also reported a higher rate of affiliation than did whites. ' ' 
Further, their profile was: not employed or working fuU time; from loV A 
socio-ecpnomic backgrounds; and from the^South. There were np sex ' f 
differences in expressed interest in enrolling in the ROTC programs.' 

••.vT^fse profiles are similar to those reported by Johnston and'Sachman 
for potential Applicants to th^ ROTC programs from college freshmen in 
non-ROTC -sclidoi^. Such individuals also came from rural areas in th^ • 
^ South and^^^were of lower soc'io-^^ecoriomic status than were noniapplicants 

attending the sape schools. In addition^ Ayer found that over 50% of 
yA^he high school senior subsample mo^ likely to enroll in* the ROTC 
programs as college students (the "patriots'") were from blue-collar 
backgrcJunds. > , . ' ' 

These results suggest that^the Armed Services should examine the 
possibility of expanding recruitment efforts for the preseht ROTC pro- ' 

female as well as male high school senior^. Indivl- 
duals Who must rely on their own l^ilti^lVe to finance a colj.ege edu- 



cation (e.g., those froii> lower status* backgrounds and those students' who 
presentl!fVorki^|pear riore receptive toward the possibility Qf'affUla^ 
tlon with these progratms. Minorities also are a potentially Important 
target population. Stuidep^ts entering" (or attending) vocational schools, 
^^tepMnical schools, commuijlty colleges, and junior colleges ttfay also repre- 
/ sent a considerable pool of potential program enrollees. Recruiting 
^ * efforts .might also be IntenslflSed .fcrr residents of non-Indus trlallzed 
areas and communities where the military ethic is traditionally strong, 
^ erg., small communities in the. South and Midwest. However, priof to modi- 
. fying recruitment strategy, information is needed on each of these sub- 
sampj.es of potential applicants to determine it they are qualified to be 

* considered as, futnre militaiy officers. ^ « 

Progr^ Preference - * . * 

Both the high school and the college segments of the 'potential appli- 
c^nt population preferred the Air Force 4-year ROTC Scholarship program 
over the other ROTC and* of f -campus ^programs. Ay^ found a similar prefer- 
' ence f^r Air Forfce ROTC among civilian high school 'seniors and college 
^sophomo-res. (However, no distinction was made between Scholarship and 
Subsistence programs in the Ayer survey.) Second preference in the 
current survey was for the Army Subsistence program (2 year obligation) 
and the Navy 4-year SchoJ^ship program. Least preferred were four^ 
variations of the off -campus ^programs. However, potential enrollm^t 
rates fror one (or more) of the off-campus pr6grams were similar to rates 

• , reported for the ROTC programs (5-19% of high school ^niors* and 1^% of 

tollege freshmen expressed Inte'rest In applying for one or more of these 
of f-camp?ff programs) . * , " . 
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These results -indicate that xaamy potential enrollees are attracted 

to.: (1) progi-ams which provide limited assistance in obtaining a college 

degree, and 02) programs with shortelf periods of military obligation, or 

(3) the traditional "glamourV military Services, especially those synony-" 

mo us with aviation. The least .preferred progiT^ms provide only ^ si^bsis- 

tence* allowanc^e as opposed to full scholarship arid require s*ubstantially ' 

longer* terms of military ob^gation (from 4^1 to 6 years for ROC, AVROC, 

and PLC as compared to 2 years for Army Subsistence). 
... 4 

Perspective on^ROTC Applicant Potential 



Although expressed interest in the programs among higl>^ school seniors 
. was, around 11%, the actual rat&.of application for ROTC was cons icj^er ably ^ 
lower (5% for males ^nd '2% foi^ females). However, respondents wer'fe aSked - 
to indicate their potential for^nroilment aft^r they had read a detailed ' 
description for thl program. Their lack of pi^evious knowledge about the 
various programs may* have contrfbuf'ed to the low actudl ^application rate. t 
Exposure to the program via the written descriptions may have then provided 
the higher potential application rate^. If this is true, then increased . 

V 

advertising and recruitment efforts would seem iustififed. 

The results of this siurvey* are consistent 'with tljp^e^reported by 

'V, , . ' 

1 Johnston and Bachman. In their research, some 9% of the high school stu- 
^ dents and college freshmen interviewed expressed an interest in applying ' 

.for the ROTC programs, but onl^ 4% actually enrolled voluntarily (an' addi- 

' • . ' » 

tional 2% were .enrolled in compulsory ROTC programs) . 
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.Career P otential \ - • ^ *^ 

K majority of current program enrollees we^re interested ij con- 
tinuing their enrollment in thefr ROTC t)rogr5!ft^^ the off-campus , 
program. For ROTC, seventy-three percent (73%) of enrollees expressed* 
a willing^ess^o remain in their Cerent programs.^ Equivalent (or 
higher^ rates yere' found for pff-can^us pfogiram enrollees, * 

Similarly,, 80% or moxe'of the Basic kOTC students in each program ; 
indicated that they wotild .continue lnto*£iie Advanced ROTC program. 
Ayer found that &7% of.Jgasic ROTC program 'enrollees in^tended to con- 
tinue into the Adyancefi program. • ' ' 

However, it should/be noted that 40-60% of current program enrollee 
have made no' decision about their long-range, future •military career 

> ^ 

intentions. Les^ than <37^ planned to remain in the Service beyond " 
their initial obligation and^only. approximately 16-23% indicated a 
definite career intention. Griffith (1?72) also repotted low levels 
of. expressi^d (j^reer intentions, fifteen* percent (15%) of Black Air 
Force ROTC cadets and 10% of White cadets intended to Wke a career 
of the Air Force. Fur therrtore, 13% of thes^ cadets y^ai;ned they would^ 
sj:ill select' the military as a career even if givei? a' chance to enter 
civilian life at graduation. A substantial percentage (34.-43%). of - 
these USAP' cadets were uncfertain as to their career potential* fhis 
finding is also consistent with the high level of Uncertainty evj 
>in the present survey. , , . 

' Demographic Profile of Current Prograat^ Enrollees • 

. Based on'data reported by o,ther\esearchiers (Guinn et al,-. 1971; 
,Ayer,, 1972; Griffith, 1972;^ Johnston and B^hman, 197?) the. demographic 

1^0 j. , 
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jHTofile of the current ROTC, program enrollee depicts a homggeneous popula- ' 
tion of^ predpmihantly white individuals from middle class backgrounds^ A 
majority of these individuals were residents of small cotenunities in tVie 
South a;id Midwest. - ' * ' , * * , ^- 

Although racial differences and socio-economic, differences existed 
between- potential program applicants and potential n>ilitary careeri^ts^ 
a*mi5ority of individuals from both populations were ^raised in regions'* 
wher^ the military ethic is traditionally strong. This fac*^, along 
with several, other factors to be disci;ssted may have been responsible for 
the high rate of self -motivated enrollment (true volun^ers). A{)proxl- 
mately 60-77% of the' ROTC program enroflXes in the currept Purvey reported 
that they enrolled voluntarily and not as a result if draf.t motivation^ 
In comparison, 50-60% of Air Force ROTC cadets interviewed by Griffith' 
could be classified as true volunteers, Th^ Ayer survey found that 68% 
of Pirmy ROTC enifollees claimed* that they would have enrolled in a no-draft 
condition, ^ . 

Factors Associated' with Applicant Potential and Career Potential 

> 

Educational Expectations > A higher percentage of .high school seniors " 
with ultimate post-graduate expectations were inte^rested in applying to 
the ROTC program than were peers with more limited educational expectaV 
tions. Among' current program enrollees, a majority of tihose individuals 
who planned to remain in the Service, expected to continue their studies 
beyond the initial c.ollege degree, - * 

• These results suggest that both high school^seniors with applicant 
potential .and current program enroll.ees with careerist potential view ' 
the undergraduate military officer 'training progr^^ms as .au^-ifiitial step 
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in achievemeqt of advanced education arid/or technical training. Bushnell ^ 
.<1972) found that a higher^roportion of racial/ethnic minorities aspired 
to an advanced degree than did whites. ' Demographic profiles for respon- 
* dents in the present survey also showed that a higher percentage of nontr 
whites than whites expressed ax\ iriterest In applying for .these programs, 
indicating that potential non-white applicants may view these progra^is as 
a step toward continuing post-graduate study or training. In addition,' 
-demographic variables indicated that a considerable percentage of the 
potential college freshmen^pplicants were already employed full time. 
These individuals could Regard military officer training' programs as a 
means of pursuing a career rather than a means of obtaining an education. 

Life Goals . Potential applicants in both high school and college 
tended to select .economic and s^lf -motivated choices ffom a list of futurfe 
life goals ("making a lot of money," Vsecure,. steady job," "raising, my 
social level"). In a survey of youth's attitudes toward military service. 
Fisher (1972B) found that a sample of "high school students also endorsed 
having a secure, steady Job as their most important life goal. Further^ 
. more, they believed that this goal could be ^chie\^ed in the military. 
However, potent^ial careerists among* the current program enrollee sample 
selected adventure/excitement (Army ROTC an^ Navy ROTC) and. working tox 
a better society (Air Force ROTC) more often than non-careerists. Fisher - 
reported that American youth believe tJ\at adventure/excitement was also an 
achievable life go^l^ in the military service. ' ' 

These results indicate that potential applicants consider the military 
officer training programs as a means of raieittg their own social status aiwk 
later providing a stable employment opportunity. Griffith (1972) reported 

V 
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\ that most Air Force ROTC fadets enrolled in the*pi^ogram because of (1) the 
^ opportunity it provided for a better standard of living ''in the future, (2)^ 

the monthly pay, and (3) the prestige of being an officer. 
^ Differences ^in selection of lj*e goals between potential enrollees 

and careerists may^te due to demographif 'differences (especially between 

race and social level) already reported. 

Reasons for Military AffiliatlfSn 

In general, a majority of the hi|jj^school seniors who had expres^ed_ 
Interest in the Scholdrsfcip or Subsistencp programs^ cited «^*status apd 
prestige of b^ing an -officer*^ or "military career oppx)rtunities" as - . 

strongly influencing their decision to apply for the ROTQ programs. The 
majority of potential college freshmjen applicants indicated the importance 
of "becoming more mature" as well as "status and prestige of being^ an 
officer."' ; *. * • 

Black and White Air Force cadets' surveyed by Griffith (1972) were 
asked a similar question. Th^ majority of both races indicate^ that being 
an officer in th^^Air Force rather than an enlisted man was thjeir major 
reason for enrolling in tlie pragram, Griffith's (1972) survjey data^-also 
suggested that status and prestige and opportunity for" a better standafd 
-of living infl uenced Air 'Force cadet decision to apply for 'ROTC programs I 

Johnston and Bachman also found ^ substantial percentage '(50%) of 
individuals who , indicated that the opportunity to become an officer was 
the most important reason for ROTC enrollment, Almo^r 50% of the ROTC 
aspirant population (individuals interested in ROTC who attend non-ROTC 
^ffiliateH schools) replied in a similar manner. 
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In the present survey, potent iaf program applicants also were asked 
to indicate which specific reason gtrongly influenced^ their, decision to 
api)ly for military' officer training programs.' A majority of high school 
seniors atid male' college freshmeif were 3 tron^iy. inf luenced in thdir deci- 
sion to apply for one of thes.e programs by such considerations as Branch 
of Seryice and the opportunity for ground/afr duty.. Female college fresh-" 
men tended to attribute strong influence in tl^eir decisio« to apply' to a 
variety of reasons including amount of subsistence allowance and summer 
camp pbligation, 

. Potential Careerists * . »' , 

When asked to^indicate which of seveVal g.eneral reasons had strongly 
influefaced- the decision to conti^inue in the failitary, potential careerists 
for all three ROTC programs. selected (1) military .career opportunities, . 
(2) patriotism, (3) opportunity for special professional/technical train- 
ing, and (4) st^ti^^nd prestige associated' with being an offifcer. 



ERIC 



Relevance of Pay 

ft , 
, Pot^tial applicants and potential qareerists do not appear to be 

motivated hy anticipated financial remuneration. Less than 10% of ROTC 

cadets cited payment and allowances as a reason for applying for the ROTC 

, t 

progtams (Johnston and iachman, 1972) . Pay and al^owancfes were not 
selected as a general reason for enrollment in ROTC by any of the target 
population groups in the present study. In addition,' pay and allowances 
wepe negatively related to expr^s.sed career intentions among the current 

V 

program enrollees. 
*■ - ■ . . . - . . 

Furthermore, appfoximately half of all potential applicatits to the "J 
military officer training {jrograms underestimated the total earnings of ' ' 
. / 164 W. . . 
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^ a- beginning military officer. Less than half of these incfividuals were 
aware thaf military officei;? had received a recent pay increase, and fewer 
^ of these^ndividuals could.^ identify the date this increasf had taken pla^e. 
Fifty percent (50%) of current program enrollees' knew tjie correct salary • 
for a beginning officer; with most (35%) of the incorrect iTe^ons^s, under- 
estimating the pay range. Although 80%. of current pt^o^ram enrollees ' 
cllimed- awareness of . the current pay increase, less .than half could iden- 
tify the correct date of the Increase* Air Force ROTC cadets in, Griffith's 
study also underestjLmatfed ]ptarting officer salary. 

in svm|aary, most potential program enrollees and potential careerists 
consider* the ROTC program as a , means of initiating their education and ' 
^ tec^hnical training. Most potential applicants also re^ard^the ROTC pro- 
grams a§ providing a means of achieving their major life goals: raising 
social level, becoming an officer, and providing a secure, steady job. 

However, iteither ROTC potential applicants nor potential military ^career- 

* t 

y ists are primarily' motivated by anticipation of possible economic advantages 

accruing from either prograp enrollment or from^a career of. service in the 
military. . ' ' • • 

Awareness of^ Military Officer Trainirffe Programs - - . 

^ s 

Most high school seniors and. college freshmen '(95%) had heard of the 

ROTC programs. The majority knew that th^ Army sponsored ROTC. However 

' *' 1 ^ 

less than 50% of the collegd freshmen and only 25% of the high school 

• , * * -^1 
senicftrs^knew that the Navy and. Air Force aiso sponsored these programs. 

Ayer's survey found that 70% of high scliool seniors designated as "patriots" 

(and therefore as^e<i to be more likely to join ROTC programs) indicated^ 

^ ^ ^ h Armed Services had Reserve Officer Training programs. 

; • " 165 
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^Ih the present? study, awareness of of f -campus^ programs was found* to 
be very low. Only 20%- or less of the target' populations had heard of the 
various of f-rcainpu& programs (R£)C, AVROC, PLC), the inability ot yduth to 
relate the flfograms to the sponsoring Services was particularly noteworthy, 
i.e., AVROC was cited as an Air Force '^prograjj when in fact it is st)ojisoreA 
by th^ Navy. , , ^ * • . 

In general, current program enrollees were better inarmed than were 

civilian youth. However, the level of awareness of Subsistence programs 

cr 

among ROTC enrollees was still less than 50% • The level of awareness of 

ROTC among off-Qfimpus program enrollees was alsb high (97%); but a low 

level of awareness was found among ttiese enrollees for the' off-campus 

programs other than their respective programs (approximately 45%). 

Reported exposure to ROTC advertising was low. Approximately 30% of 

the high school seniors and college freshmen reported exposure to all three 
' * • • • * 

ROTC programs. /Approximately 20% oi these populations had neither seen nor 
heard any advertising for ROTC. * - • * . ^ 

No particular group of individuals was specified as- a source of / 
information about ROTC by the^raajority of hj.gh school senio^^ or college 
freshmen. Thus; the major personal source of ' information abofit ROTC cited 
by high school seniors were frienc^and sc;hool acquaintances. School 
counselor 9 and teacffers were another major informational soarce. HowpTer, 
feWer than 15% of these groups listed theses individuals as their majdr - 
sources of ROTC information. Among the sample of high school seniors,. . 
less than 10% cit&fTany single aspect of the recruiting process, e.g., 
recruitj.ng hrpchur^fes,^ ads, the military recruiter per^s^ ^tc.^ ^*The Ayer 
survey found that 4(JX, of high school seniors .labeled "patriots" reported* 
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an exposure to pamphlets, flyerfe, and bulletins advertising ROTC prtgrams. ' 
Some 15% had been exposed to TV and radio con&erc'ials for ROTC. In the * 
Ayer survey^ personal sources df information about RDTC which were cited 
included guidance personnel, ROTC personnel,, and parents. 

Academj.c Quality of ROTC Instructj,on an d Coursework 

7 • T 7^" J": ' * 

Most ROTC enfolle^s (45-65%) reported higher grade% earned in ROTC . 

X • * ; / ^ 

courses than in their general college courses. These ^results may indicate ^ 

that the«dTC coyrsework' may be less difficult^ or graded more leniently * 
than other colle^^e coxirsework in general/ ' . ' , ^ ~ - 

P*r the current survey, ROTQ enrollees tended to rate their - instruc- 
tors as comparable' to. other faculty (51-62%). However, a substantial per- 
centage (27-40%) felt that the ROTC instructor was better th^ most other 
faculty members. In addition, Griffith reported that 70-75% of Air "Force 
ROTC enrolleesv^elieved that,jA[eir instructors were above average or super- 
ior when compared to the faculty in general. ROTC enrollees fpr the 
Jfcirtent survey also felt that the quality of coursewoVk was comparable to 
their other courses. However,, the reaction to "the ROTC instructor was 

•more favorable than to the coursework, perhaps indicj^ting that ROTC course- 
. • ' . ' I ' . , • 

work is less challenging dnd of more variable quality than ROTC instructor 

quality. Griffith, however, reported that a majority of Air Fire e ROTC 

# 

cadets felt that the ROTC courses were of some value, but.no more or less 
important than their other college' work. ] 

When respondents were asked to provide suggestions for improyemenr* 
of the ROTC coursework, 15% felt that RCJTC coursework needled no improve- 
ment. However,, approximately 10-15% of the students surveyed felt that 
ROTC courses- should be geared to more- practical application of inforiiation, 
or related to military life gnd that more challenging texts -were needed. 
. ■ "' ' • 167 ■ 
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, DETAILED SAMPLE S^ZE 
DiFORMATION FOIL 
j/ raOGRAM ©IBOLLEES 



Branch 6f^ 
Service 



- Array ROTC 
' Havy^ROTC 
USAF ROTC 



.PrpRyaA SCatus 



Scholarship ' Mon-Scholarship 

t ^Basic _ Advanced. - , • Basic Advariced Tolyl- 



201^ \ 



■ 213 

. ISU 



285. 

87 



198 . 181 



896 

6Q7 
766 



USMC PLC . 
Progrerra 

•Havy ROC 
Program 

Navy AVROG 
Program 



BasleJ ■ '- Advanced/ * Total ^ . ' * 

'33.3 T 91 • 

' •. • '. ■■'r . ' 



. • 1 



199 

1 ^ ■ , 201 



202 




• . * 1^0 'attenijpt vas ma'de tb obtain equivalent samples of "basic and a<]van6ed 
* eniplle6(% in 'these, pi^^^^tns. - - - o " - 



"1 
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A-2- 



1^ ' 



liiTERVIEWER; Q's*^ 10a thru IOd ^ust be ask^d of..all respondents, however, since we do hot wANr 



TO HAVE ALL RESPONDENTS ASKED THE QUESTIONS IN THE SAME ORDER, PLEASE START WITH THE QUESTION 
Xlfi" IN ££D, CONTINUE SEQUENflALLY THROUGH Q. IOd THEN GO BACK AND )^SK THOSE QUESTIONS 
WHiCri PRECEDED THE QUESTION YOU, STARTEp WITH. 



SAY TO all' respondents . . . Here is a*card (HAND RESPONDENT GREEN CARD "A") v^ich describes i|' 
certain type of mill tary' of f i cer training program. Please reacJ^the card carefully to familiariie ' 
^ yourself with the program and then I would like to get your reaction. 



10a. 



V 



GREEN CARD "A" 



The Army, ^avy, and Air Force each have College military officer training prograite 
cal|g|d ROTC* scholarship programs. The Services pay to 4 years 'o^ tuition, fees 
and provide money for expenses toward a college education. "^Triese programs have 
military courses on campus, aftd .require military training. They ajso require you 
to attend summer, camps for which you are pa'id? Th ? choice of schools is restricted 
to about 375 colleges with ROTC programs. You serve for 4 years as an officer in 
the Service for which you wprp trainr'd and ar » a^^d 1 1 Lona 1 periQd if you become a 
pilot or navigator. 

* ROTC stands tor Reserve Officer Training Corr- 



(AFTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THC CARD, HAND ^ESPONDCNT CARD ;# K A';r 
would apply to. you as regards the prograrr offered bv tnc ~>\.ii y 



^^v 



• . ) Which of these* statements 
(CHECK ONE ANSWER O^^LY^ (RECORD' BEiiOW) 



Which statement would apply to you as regards the TOvy , whic*- includes the U. S) Marine Corps as« an 
option? (CHECK ONE ANSWER ONLY) ^ ✓ , 

Paid how d.oout the program' of fered by tne Air Force? (CilECK qnE ANSVJER ONLY) ^ ^ 



a. I would apply fon this p^rogram ... 

b. I would not apply l for this progE^m ' . ' . 

c. DonVt know if I would apply for' this program 



Army 
30-1 



l^avy 
31-1 ' 



.Air Fbrce 



32-1 



the NAVY 



(IF "WOULD APPLY" FOR NAW PROGRAM. ABT^ : ) Wr^iild ynu prQ,fer.--to pnter thc^ MARINE CORPS or 
-after graduation? J ' . • ^ 

Marine Corps J>3-1 * . ' -N^y • . ^ 2 * 

SAY TO ALL RESPONDENTS . . Here is.^ card (HANl5 .RESPONDENT ^LUU CARD "B") whl,ch describes a 

certain type of military officer training -program. " P-leaise " r*:ac the card carefully 'to familiarize 
^ yourself wit^ th£ program and t^^;-p J would like to get >our ijjjyicMnn. 



10b. 




YOU ser.e an ■add.trpn^l per.qd-^ f -yy. ..-o.Ta .boco.e a ptlot n^ri^ator. 



(AFT?R RESPONDENT HAS READ THE CARD, HA«!) RESPONDENT CARD IID WNB ASK=') which 6f the 
would -1 . % 



^ - ^ — - -. , ^^^^ , , K-ut^se statements 

apply to you as regard tha program-pf fered b*y the Army? (CHECK ONE ANSWEft ONLY) (RECORD BELOW) 



Which statement would apply to J-'ou as ^ega 
option*? (CrfECK ONE ANSWER BELOW)' ' 



tthe Nav^-, wh^ch includes the S. Marine Corps as an 



•And how about th^program offered by ^the Ai^ Pofc^? JCHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 

> _c SERVICE 



'HI* 



I would apply for this prograHi . .. 

I would, not app^ly for this program 

Dpn't know if I woqJfl apply for this program 
V 



Army 
(2 Years) 



Navy ' 



(3 Years) 




Air P<arce/ 
^4 Years) 

2^ 



(IF "WOULD APPLY" FOR NAVY PROGRAM, ASK:) Would you prefer to enter th# ^3A^ffSlE CpRPS or the NAVY 
after graduatior||||||^ ^ 

• • ' Marinp Corps 37^1 Navy 
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SAY TO ALL RESPOWDEOTS . . . . Her« la a .card (RAND RESPONDENT YELLOW CARD "C-) which describe! a 
certain type o{ mXlltiry officer training program. Please read the card carefully to familiarize yourself 
with the program and then I wuld' like to get your reaction. ^ 



lOc, 



YELLOW CARD "C" 



The Marine Corps has a College military officer training progr called PLC 
(Platoon Leaders £^ass). For their last three years in college* a student 
may choose to receive a montHly subsistence adlovance. Students ^re also 
paid tcT attend two 6'week summer camps* usually between the Freshmen-Sophomore 
years and the Junior-Senior yeari^.' There is no military course work on campus 
and no military training on campus. You ^tten? any. accredited college of 
yoQr choice. You serve 2 1/2 to 4 years as an officer after graduating from 
college, depending o,n how many school years you received subsistence 
allowance. (Pilots and flight officers' serve for longer periods.) 



(AP^TER RESPONDENT HA^ READ TH^) CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD #10 AND ASK:V - Which of these statAents 
would apply to you as regards the PLC Program, requiring 2 1/2 to 4 years of service as an uitic^r atter 
graduating? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) ' «> . * 

Which statement would apply to you as regards the PLC Pilot Program, r^^uiring 5 to ^ years of service as 
an officer after gradu^iting? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 



And how about the PLC Flight Officer Pr 
graduating? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BELOW) 



» ,requirn(g 5 to 6 years of service as an officer atter 



a. I would apply for-this program . • . 

b. I would not apt^ly fqr this program . 

c. ^ Don't Know if I would ^ply for this 

Program , 



PLC 
24-4 Years 

_38-l 



PLC 
5-6 'Va^s 
39- 1 
2 



PLC 
(FLIGHT 
OFFICER ) 
5-6 Years 

40- 1 



i dAYsTQ.ALL RESPONDENTS . . ^ . Heref is a card (HAND, RESPONDENT PINK CARD "D") which describes a 

certain type of military officer training program. Please read the card carefully to familiarize yoursel4^ 
with the program and then I would like to get your reaction. 



lOdf • 



* PINK CARD "D" 

The Navy has two "of f- campus" College lyilitary officer trauiing programs. 
They "^are called ROC (Reserve Officer Corps) and AVROC -(Aviation Reserve 
Officer Corps). In E>oth programs, the Navy pays college men to attend 
' Fvfo summer camps, one betweei) the Junior-Senior years and tfhe other upon 
completion of cpll^ge. There is no military course work on caiT;pus and no 
military training o^ campus. You attend iqy school of' your choice, in 
ROC, you serVe J^^ears as a Navy non- flight offi<:er after graduating from 
college. In AV^^r yo\^ serve as a Navy pilot for 4 1/2 years, or as a« 
^ Navy navigator for 3 1/2 years r- after you finish flight training. 



A 



RAFTER RESPONDENT HAS READ THE CARD, HAND RESPONDENT CARD #10 AWD ASTC:) , IThich of these statement^ 
^ould apply to you as regards the ROC Progreun? (CHECK ONE ANSWER ^LOW) 

Wbich statement would apply to y'ou^as regards the AVROC (Pilot) Program? (CHECK ONE ANSWEJl BELOW) 



And how about the AVROC (Navigato^ Program? (CHECK ONE ANSWER BEU)W) 



ROC 



•AVROC 



(3 Year >^ 



a. I would apphy for this program^ 

would not apply for this program 



n ' t Know if I w6uld apply for^ 
this program 



41- 1 
^ 2 



(Pilot) 
(4S Yfars) 

' 42-1 



(Navigator; 
(3S Years) 

43-1 
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, '■ . APPENDIX C 
THE fiXTENT OF DRAFT MOTIVATION BY PROGRAM PREFERENCE 




y THE EXTENT OF DRAFT MOTIVATION BY PROGRAM PREFERENCE 

« 

Base: Current Program Enrolle,e6 



Ilavy KOTC 



USAF ROTC 



>?hol5r£.jjD rcr.-Sc'-oXargalp Schqlarship Ilon-Scholarshlp -^rholarshlp Non-&holarship 
-5sJc -'^s^c Acv. 3a sic Basic Adv.. Basic acv. 



C5.1 78.1 Sc. 3 63.: 



.2 



-3.7 



20.9 18.1 



33. r 



1 ^ 



^237* 



